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Abstract 
 It is well documented that states differ in their funding for public schools, both in terms 
of the fiscal effort that is undertaken and the progressivity with which funds are distributed (e.g., 
the extent to which more funds are allocated to school districts whose demographic profiles 
suggest greater need). Yet, much less is known about why different states have enacted such 
vastly different policies and financing systems. Likewise, the relationship between school 
funding effort and distribution to students’ achievement outcomes remains contested. In this 
study, states’ social makeups are examined as predictors of school funding effort and 
distribution. Measures of ethnic/racial and religious fractionalization (diversity) are included 
among these measures, thereby extending fractionalization theory into the realm of United States 
PK-12 education. In this study, the relationship between states’ funding effort and distribution is 
also evaluated, in combination with student demographic and teacher/systemic factors, upon 
state-level student achievement outcomes. A number of findings are reported and discussed.  
States’ public school funding effort was significantly predicted by certain state-level 
measures of social makeup. Positive predictors included the proportion of Catholics and the 
extent of voter liberalism in a state. Negative predictors included: the proportion of Evangelical 
Protestants; the extent of strong religiosity; and the extent of child poverty in a state. School 
funding distribution proved to be less predictable on the basis of the variables studied, although 
religious fractionalization served as a significant negative predictor, such that more religiously 
diverse states tended to be less progressive in their public funding distribution. 
State-level student achievement (eighth grade, in reading and math) was also evaluated as 
predicted by a small set state-level student, teacher/systemic, and school funding indicators. In 
reading, school funding distribution emerged as a significant predictor while controlling for all 
other factors, such that more progressive funding was predictive of higher student achievement. 
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Also, a student demographic indicator (the proportion of students eligible for free/reduced price 
lunch) emerged as a strong and negative predictor (as the proportion of eligible students 
increased, state-level achievement decreased). In math, school funding distribution served as a 
marginal positive predictor of achievement, while the free/reduced price lunch measure was a 
highly significant negative predictor. 
In the final chapter, implications were considered and a number of recommendations—
from the perspective of numerous stakeholders—were provided. As well, potential directions for 
future research were suggested. The findings of this study, it is hoped, will contribute to the 
scholarly school funding and social diversity/fractionalization literature while providing 
additional impetus to constituents and policymakers to pursue socially just funding policies. 
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Chapter One 
Introduction 
 From its beginnings, countless men and women have trusted in the bedrock notion that 
the United States is a land of opportunity. As such, they have assumed, individuals from all 
backgrounds are afforded fair chances, through hard work, to experience success and upward 
social mobility. Indeed, this conviction, and the closely associated American Dream, has proven 
heady enough to have inspired individuals and families from all parts of the globe to relocate to 
the United States. These immigrants, in turn, have become neighbors, friends, workers, and 
citizens, in the process becoming part of this nation’s brilliant and distinctive fabric. 
 Yet, reality too often differs—sometimes subtly, sometimes wildly—from idealized 
notions, and the situation in the present-day United States1 is no exception: Social and economic 
inequalities, for instance, have reached historic levels, and citizens’ actual rates of upward 
mobility are sobering. Sadly, even the land of opportunity notion is noticeably eroding among its 
populace (Dugan & Newport, 2013).  
 Citizens, scholars, and policymakers have taken notice. The World Economic Forum, for 
instance, in early 2014 identified income inequalities—immense now in many developed 
economies, including the U.S.—as the world’s greatest risk (World Economic Forum, 2014). 
Likewise, U.S. President Barack Obama has devoted significant attention, including the lion’s 
share of his 2014 State of the Union Address, toward the yawning divide between America’s rich 
and poor and strategies that might remedy it. 
                                                            
1 Of course, our nation’s past is complicated and certainly does not fully comport with these notions either. For 
instance, many present-day Americans—including my wife Nicole—trace their presence here to ancestor(s) who did 
not choose to immigrate, and whose descendants have routinely and unfairly faced racial and economic 
discrimination. As well, my own ancestors originated from parts of Eurasia that many deemed second-rate at the 
time of their moves.  
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 Most concede, though, that tackling income inequality is no easy fix. A variety of policy 
remedies are possible and, most likely, a combination will prove to be necessary. The American 
primary and secondary (PK-12) public education system must almost certainly be an integral part 
of any serious search for solutions. Evidence is accumulating that a nation’s educational quality 
is a key determinant of its future economic growth (Hanushek & Woessman, 2011; West, 2008). 
As well, the distribution of resources within a given educational system may have economic 
implications. As argued by the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF, 2015, p. 9), “More 
inclusive education—with equitable educational opportunities for all – has the potential to be an 
important driver of inclusive (economic) growth.” Public education is “an enormous enterprise in 
the United States” (Odden & Picus, 2008, p. 3), accounting for the largest share of most state and 
local government budgets. Unfortunately, educational funds are distributed inequitably across 
states, districts, schools, and students (Odden & Picus). Routinely, state funding structures fall 
short of adjusting funding allotments to address schools’/districts’ differential needs (e.g., those 
stemming from high density poverty), which in turn constrains the opportunities afforded to 
many students. Thus, if we are serious about the need to reduce income inequality and (related) 
promote intergenerational social mobility, we must discuss and address the often inequitable 
distribution of resources (or opportunities) within the education system itself (Malin, 2014).  
A particularly intolerable state of affairs is one in which social inequalities are both large 
and predictable, and opportunities for mobility are limited. Education is centrally positioned to 
either promote or stifle social mobility (Alexander, 2008); in a knowledge-based economy, 
education is the systematic way for governments to enhance citizen’s skills and knowledge, 
ideally in an individually and collectively beneficial manner. Economic growth in developed 
countries, moreover, is tied more so to brains than brawn. The mere fact that elementary and 
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secondary education in the U.S. is compulsory and “free” says something about its perceived 
fundamentality. Ideally, our nation’s students acquire foundational skills, meanwhile becoming 
socialized into the nation’s fabric and gradually acquiring insights into how they will live and 
contribute within it. 
 This is all well and good. However, a problem emerges if the benefits of education are 
distributed inequitably, especially if benefits skew toward those already advantaged in other 
ways. In many parts of the United States, distressingly, this may be precisely what occurs. These 
inequities, which function to maintain rather than upset the status quo, largely stem from a 
longstanding tradition of local control over education. This decentralized approach to educational 
provision education, which could be—or could have been—virtuous in certain respects, 
inevitably gives rise to vast geographic inequalities (Goldin & Katz, 2010). In short, systems of 
financing public education that tightly relate to local taxable wealth confer greater school 
funding capacity upon the children of the relatively well-to-do. A heart-wrenching, much-
repeated consequence occurs: Students most in need of additional supports are least likely to 
receive them. It follows that such systems will exacerbate more than combat inequality over both 
the short and long hauls. 
 Yet, different states have taken markedly different approaches to the funding of PK-12 
educational systems. Because the U.S. Constitution grants no authority over education to the 
federal government, the funding of education remains, constitutionally, a state responsibility 
(Crampton, 2007). States, in turn, have varied in the degrees to which they have seized or passed 
this responsibility on to smaller jurisdictions. As well, state and local constituents have varied 
both in terms of their capacity and their willingness to fund public schools. The public dollars 
reaching any given district are, thus, a combined reflection of existing state and local funding 
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structures and the collective funding capacity and effort of taxpayers. Ultimately, these decisions 
manifest as dollar figures, and can also be represented and analyzed in terms of public school 
funding effort and funding distribution.  
Wide differences across the United States are observable on the aforementioned 
dimensions (Baker, Sciarra, & Farrie, 2014), and a separate strand of research has established the 
significance of school funding with respect to student opportunities and learning outcomes. 
However, much less is known respecting why different states (or, more precisely, their 
constituents and policymakers) have enacted such remarkably dissimilar policies and systems 
surrounding the financing of education. In addition, the relationship between these differing 
strategies to student learning outcomes is unsettled. Yet, a body of literature surrounding the 
influence of social makeup upon social redistributive policy—including studies into the 
influence of nations’ or states’ racial, religious, and/or linguistic fractionalization—suggest some 
testable hypotheses. Fractionalization indices are intended to quantify the extent of diversity 
along a particular dimension (e.g., race, religion, or language) within a population of interest. 
Fractionalization theorists have predicted more fractionalized (or fragmented) jurisdictions—
including nations, states, or smaller areas—will tend to show with lower tax redistributive effort, 
leading to poorer quality institutions.2 Interpreting these findings, some scholars (Becker, 1957; 
Trivers, 1971) suggest it may be more difficult to empathize with others and to forge consensus 
around certain policy issues, particularly those that require significant tax effort and 
redistribution of funds disproportionately from one group to another. Others, such as Alesina and 
Glaeser (2009), see issues between racial (or, perhaps, other) groups as being endogenous, often 
created by political entrepreneurs. Irrespective of the precise mechanism by which 
                                                            
2 Fractionalization along certain dimensions has also been associated with ethnic conflict, poorly designed policies, 
and depressed economic performance (Alesina, Devleeschauwer, Easterly, Kurlat, & Wacziarg, 2003).  
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fractionalization exerts its influence, empirical research has tended to support fractionalization 
theorists’ predictions, although American public education is a scarcely explored area.  
 
Statement of the Problem 
 Although not wholly determinative of public educational quality, the manner in which 
financial resources are generated and allocated figures prominently. Public education, in turn, is 
uniquely positioned as an institution with potential to either augment or limit students’ future 
prospects. The notion of the United States as a land of opportunity is, and has been, fundamental 
to its citizens and aspirants. The prospect that such a central institution as public education is 
systematically inequitable is received as an unacceptable fact by those who hold this conception 
dear. In the United States, state and local governments are principally responsible for educational 
provision, and their handling varies on dimensions of funding effort and distribution. 
Troublingly, it is scarcely understood why different states and localities have taken such different 
approaches. In this study, I examined the prospect that certain markers of social makeup 
(including ethnic/racial and religious fractionalization) predict both the strength of financial 
support for education (funding effort) and the way in which it is distributed (funding 
distribution). Also, I examined the extent to which these disparate funding practices predict state-
level student achievement outcomes when controlling for other important factors.  
 
Rationale for the Study 
 Typically, before consensus is forged around an issue and a means of solving it solidly 
arrived upon, its nature must be fairly well understood. The funding of United States public 
education, in its many forms, is no exception. Due in no small part to the widely perceived 
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essentiality of public education—both for individual students and for society at large—litigation 
surrounding the equity or adequacy of school funding systems has been common. Empirical 
findings pertinent to disputed issues are at a premium and may influence the decisions that are 
reached. Courts today are particularly interested in whether schools are receiving adequate 
resources to achieve to desired standards (Odden & Picus, 2008). This interest necessitates 
research into the relationships between funding inputs and student achievement outputs. 
Likewise, deeper understandings concerning why public schools are funded so differently in 
different parts of the United States will assist citizens, arbiters, and policymakers.  
The stakes are high: In the international economy, a nation’s collective fitness in the 
educational arena is fundamental to its long-term viability. If, due to depressed resources, large 
fractions of a nation’s students are underserved, their potentials unrealized, broad social costs are 
incurred. Moreover, the repercussions are profoundly felt by individual persons and their 
families. It is incumbent, therefore, to better understand the mechanics and the impacts of 
different public school funding arrangements across the United States.  
 
Purpose of the Study 
 In this study, I examined whether, and to what extent, certain features of states’ social 
makeups predict state-level funding patterns. Also, I examined the extent to which these funding 
factors, in combination with state-level student social makeup and teacher/systemic factors, 
relate to student achievement outcomes. The latter topic continues to attract public and legal 
attention and may be examined given the obtained data. As well, I aimed to contextualize 
findings by analyzing and describing a small number of state cases in relation to the statistical 
findings. 
7 
Based upon previous research, I aimed to test and extend prior work, occurring 
predominantly outside the realm of education, suggesting that more fractionalized (fragmented) 
jurisdictions tend to be less generous respecting the provision of traditionally redistributive 
governmental social supports (e.g., welfare payments, social security style policies, or universal 
health care; also termed social transfers). As well, I aimed to test and extend separate, but 
related, political economic findings by studying the import of other measures of social makeup 
(e.g., certain ethnic/racial or religious groups’ state population shares) in accounting for state 
PK-12 funding differences. The U.S. is a diverse nation which has, unfortunately, throughout its 
history evidenced discriminatory treatment toward certain citizen groups (e.g., African 
Americans, Native Americans, and Irish Catholics). Thereby, it is likely that some governmental 
services and policies—perhaps including those concerning the funding of public schools—are 
influenced by these groups’ relative presence in a population.  Finally, I assessed the 
relationships between state-level student demographics, teacher/systemic measures, and funding 
inputs, and student achievement. 
 
Research Questions 
This study addressed the following research questions:  
1. What is the relationship between markers of social makeup or fractionalization in 
American states and 
a. The public school funding effort in these states? 
b. The public school funding distribution in these states? 
2. To what extent can state-level student achievement in eighth grade reading and 
mathematics on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) be predicted 
from state-level student demographic makeup factors, teacher/systemic factors, and/or 
funding factors? 
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This study also included description and analysis of state policy contexts illuminating any 
patterns that emerged from the statistical analyses undertaken to address the research questions. 
 
Conceptual Framework 
 In this study, I consider public elementary and secondary schools from the standpoint of 
their essentiality to a society’s common good. As conveyed by Alexander, Salmon, and 
Alexander (2015, p. 121), “Public schools have historically been considered common schools, 
schools for the common good, because their benefits and positive externalities extend to society 
at large.”  I perceive education as an institution that approximates a public good,3 building upon 
Labaree’s (2000) observation that all citizens, whether they see it or not, have “an irreducible 
stake in the success of this institution” (p. 125): All citizens, including those adults who do not 
have children or whose children are attending private schools, stand to experience either direct or 
indirect costs of failure of public education, and/or direct and indirect benefit from its 
widespread success. Thereby, although some may possess the means or wherewithal to remove 
their children from public schools4 in favor of private options, even for these citizens there is 
truly “no exit from public schools as a public good” (Labaree, p. 113).  
Darling-Hammond (2010, p. 328) makes a similar case, arguing, “As the fate of 
individuals and nations is increasingly interdependent, the quest for access to an equitable, 
empowering education for all people has become a critical issue for the American nation as a 
whole.” Yet, it is sometimes difficult to grasp one’s connection to the plight of different people, 
particularly under simultaneous conditions of broad societal diversity and local segregation, 
                                                            
3 Public goods normally are defined as goods with non-excludable benefits and non-rival consumption (Kaul, 
Conceicao, LeGoulven, & Mendoza, 2003). Because public education systems in some cases may fail to meet the 
non-excludability criterion, public education is not a perfect example of a public good, although its unique 
consequences (described above) have allowed some scholars to view it as such. 
4 Or, they may choose to relocate to a different school district or area, one perceived to be of higher quality. 
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whereby citizens often live, play, and worship nearby those who are similar in many respects. 
Notwithstanding, it is reasonable, given a view of public education as an indispensable public 
good, “to ask families in a wealthy school district to share in the support of public education for 
students in poorer districts (through redistributive polices of the state or federal government)” 
(Labaree, p. 126). Accordingly, in this study I considered the extent to which each state’s 
funding system appears to be both generous in nature and facilitative of distribution, thereby 
showing evidence of high valuation and recognition of the common good served by strong 
schools for all students. I examined each state’s combined state and local PK-12 funding on two 
main dimensions. Specifically, I employed measures of funding effort and funding distribution 
for each American state.  
Other scholars have described public education’s great potential (whether achieved or 
deferred) for facilitating citizens’ social mobility (Alexander, 2008). Duncombe and Yinger 
(2008) have demonstrated it is more costly to adequately educate students disadvantaged by 
poverty; pragmatically, to meet these students’ needs would necessitate targeted redistribution of 
school funds. Geographic-based inequities in terms of local taxable wealth render such targeted 
resource allocation difficult, short of the intervention (tax revenue redistribution) of larger 
systems of government (e.g., the state).  
 Conceptualizing education in this manner was helpful in practical and theoretical senses: 
Much prior research into fractionalization theory, although conducted outside of or nonexclusive 
to education, investigated the relationship of population fractionalization with redistributive 
preferences or policies. Thereby, this conception of education enabled a connection between that 
body of research and the present study, setting the stage for a test of its ability to generalize into 
a different, albeit related, governmental service. 
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 In most prior investigations of school finance and its relationships to student outcomes, 
funding inputs are related to funding outputs. Often, researchers model the relationship and 
include controls related to the student, school, and/or community population. By contrast, in this 
study I first examined whether (and to what extent) the funding inputs can themselves be 
predicted on the basis of certain measures of social makeup. The conceptual relationships among 
variables can be represented as follows: 
       State-level Social Makeup Measures           State-Level School Funding 
 
 
         
 
Note: Control variables include household median income; state share, foreign born, population under 18, and 
proportion receiving private PK-12 education. 
aFractionalization measures:  ethnic/racial, religious 
bProportion of state population “very religious;” state share, Roman Catholic and Evangelical Christian; state share, 
African American and Hispanic; average voter liberalism 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual relationships among variables. 
 
Subsequently, I examined whether these state-level funding (and/or student and 
teacher/systemic makeup) factors are predictive of student state-level NAEP student achievement 
(eighth grade reading and mathematics). I added these factors as blocks, as follows: 
Model 1: State level student makeup measures                State level student outcomes 
 
 
     State level student makeup measures                   
Model 2:                                                                            State level student outcomes 
      State level teacher/systemic measures  
 
 
                 State level student makeup measures 
 
Model 3:  State level teacher/systemic measures               State level student outcomes 
 
      State level funding measures   
 
Figure 2. State-level funding factors related to achievement. 
*School Funding Effort 
*School Funding     
Distribution 
 
* Fractionalization  measuresa 
* Measures of ethnic/racial, religious, or 
political makeup or strengthb  
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Overview of Methodology 
 This study drew from existing data from primary sources to access and/or calculate 
nearly all values. These sources included the following: U.S. Bureau of the Census (2010); the 
U.S. Religious Landscape Survey (Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life, 2008); Institute of 
Educational Sciences (IES) and National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), fiscal year 
2010 revenue and expenditure data; public elementary common core data from an NCES report 
(Keaton, 2012); National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assessment results 
(2011); and a Gallup (2012) poll item regarding religious strength. To acquire a state-level 
measure of public school funding distribution (equity), the study incorporated values calculated 
and reported in the Is School Funding Fair? A National Report Card report (Baker, Sciarra, & 
Farrie, 2010). 
 I conducted a series of regression analyses as a means of directly testing fractionalization 
theory as applied to the prediction of public educational funding effort and distribution. I also 
examined the ability of other measures of social makeup to predict these outcomes, and examine 
the extent to which state-level student, teacher/systemic, and/or funding factors are predictive of 
state-level achievement outcomes. Lastly, I discussed findings while presenting two state cases 
to illustrate patterns that emerged from the statistical analyses. 
 
Limitations  
 This study has a few limitations. First, the employment and calculation of single, state-
level values for all measures of interest could obscure important variation occurring at smaller 
levels (e.g., districts, schools, or classrooms) in relation to the same phenomena. For instance, it 
is possible that an ethnically/racially fractionalized state is substantially less fractionalized at 
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district levels, and less still at school and within-school levels. Indeed, such a state of affairs 
would be representative of the type of racial segregation that has been previously observed in our 
nation. From an analytic point of view, if different states differ markedly at micro (i.e., local) 
levels, the strength of my predictive models will most likely decrease. As such, future work 
should seek to pursue this study’s research questions (or similar ones), investigated at district, 
school, and/or within-school levels.   
 Also, in this study I was limited to the inclusion and operationalization of variables that 
were accessible across all states (except Alaska and Hawaii in certain instances) in the nation, in 
the manner that they were available. This limitation posed certain problems: For instance, the 
small number of ethnic/racial categories may not reflect other potentially influential 
demarcations within a population, such as that between Japanese Americans and Laotian 
Americans. Finally, this study is limited by its design as a cross-sectional, versus a longitudinal, 
approach. With a longitudinal approach, it would be possible to assess relations among variables 
as values shift over time, potentially strengthening one’s findings and arguments.  
 
Delimitations 
 The study was delimited in a couple of ways. First, although other researchers have 
operationalized and studied linguistic fractionalization, I have chosen to focus only upon 
religious and ethnic/racial fractionalization for this study. Mostly, this decision was based on my 
inability to locate a satisfactory data source to operationalize linguistic diversity. While pursuing 
research question two, however, I include a measure that relates to linguistic diversity among 
public school students: the proportion of students who are English Language Learners. 
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 Second, I chose to limit my focus to state-level funding, which encompasses both state 
and local sources but which excludes federal moneys. This decision is based upon my intention 
to hone in upon state-level patterns, especially given that education is constitutionally a state 
responsibility. Nevertheless, it is important to acknowledge that the federal financing role in 
education is non-trivial. Future scholars might choose to include federal funding within the 
purview of their models and studies.  
 Third, the sample size available for analysis was small (n = 48 to 50), which is a 
limitation of the data. Because I performed the analyses at the state level, the maximum possible 
number of observations could not exceed 50. A direct consequence of this limitation was that I 
had to be economical in the choice of predictors that I could include in my multiple regression 
models. Too many predictors would have reduced the ratio of sample size to number of 
predictors to an unacceptably low value. A larger number of predictors would have required 
estimation of a larger number of parameters thus reducing the available degrees of freedom for 
tests of hypotheses. Thus, in order to preserve analytical rigor I focused on predictors whose 
relationships with investigated outcome variables was either supported by prior research or by a 
well-constructed logical argument. In so doing, given the limitation of my sample size and 
secondary nature of source data, some important predictors may have been left out of my 
estimated models. The possibility of a study based a different set of predictors generating 
different results can thus not be ruled out. 
 
Significance of the Study 
 Public school funding decisions are consequential for individual students and, 
collectively, for society. Across the United States, significant differences are evident regarding 
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both the level and manner in which public schools are funded, yet much less is known about why 
these differences exist. This study aimed to add to the knowledge base, specifically by testing the 
relationship between population fractionalization and other measures of social makeup and the 
level and distribution of public school funds. This national study is also unique and significant 
within the broader school funding literature, because a clear majority of prior studies have 
focused upon funding practices with smaller samples or subsets (e.g., a school district or set of 
districts, a particular state, or a small set of states). Better understandings about the origins and 
consequences of state-level school funding practices, I expect, will assist policymakers, citizens, 
and educators who wish to accurately identify and solve pressing educational issues, and who 
wish to ensure that all students are provided equitable opportunities to learn. 
 
Definition of Key Terms/Measures 
In Appendix A, I provide definitions of key terms, including all independent, control, and 
dependent variables used in the analyses. 
 
Summary 
 Although it has been established that U.S. states differ markedly in terms of their funding 
of public education, much less is known regarding why they have taken such different 
approaches. Given the importance of educational funding in terms of educational quality, it is 
imperative to develop better understandings. This study aimed to contribute by testing the ability 
of certain dimensions of states’ social makeup to predict both public school funding effort and 
public school funding distribution. Significantly, this study was designed to test and extend 
fractionalization theory with respect to the funding of American public education. As well, this 
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study sought to test the ability of state level student social makeup, teacher/systemic, and/or 
funding factors to predict state-level achievement outcomes. 
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Chapter Two 
Review of the Literature 
 Public school funding decisions are consequential for individual students and, 
collectively, for society. For instance, students attending schools or districts with lower than 
typical levels of funding might, as a result, experience larger class sizes, more restricted 
academic content exposure, and/or less experienced (and, thus, less costly) teachers. Meanwhile, 
broad social costs are incurred if many students' potentials are systematically unfulfilled due to 
depressed or inequitably distributed resources. Across the United States, significant differences 
are evident regarding both the level and manner in which PK-12 public schools are funded, yet 
little is known regarding why these differences exist.  
In the following review of the literature, I discuss research findings regarding the 
influence of social makeup within jurisdictions upon political support for, and distribution of, 
spending on publicly-funded programs or systems. Much of this knowledge, I will show, has 
been generated outside the realm of public education funding or within a format in which public 
education was included as one component of cumulative social spending. Thus, this study is 
aimed to translate and extend this knowledge to the universe of United States PK-12 education, 
to the extent that it is reasonable and possible.  
First, I provide an overview of the manner in which public schools are funded in the 
United States and describe significant differences in terms of the level and distribution of 
funding in different states. I also review literature that investigates implications of varied funding 
structures with respect to the quality of educational and learning outcomes (i.e., the relationships 
between funding inputs and learning or achievement outputs). Next, I consider the more 
perplexing question of why these wide funding differences exist, turning to the literature for 
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established and/or prospective predictors. To do so, I describe the theoretical and/or empirical 
relationships of ethnic/racial, religious, linguistic, and socioeconomic diversity upon support for 
social spending, either with respect to public education or other publicly-financed programs. I 
present historical information implying that ethnic/racial and religious diversity may be 
particularly salient to the funding of public education in the United States. I conclude that several 
gaps exist in the literature with respect to understanding what underlies and predicts state-level 
P-12 school funding structures in the United States, and I describe the manner in which the 
present study intended to fill, to some extent, these gaps. 
 
Public School Funding in the United States 
 The decentralized nature of United States P-12 public education provision is among its 
most defining features. In time, thousands of fiscally independent, publicly funded school 
districts emerged across the nation (Goldin & Katz, 2008). While this arrangement might be—or, 
might have been—virtuous in certain respects, it has compelled a rather vicious consequence: As 
geographically-patterned inequalities have emerged and grown, the capacity to fund education in 
an equitable manner has invariably been compromised. Some communities simply do not 
possess sufficient taxable wealth to adequately fund their schools on their own, whereas others 
have more than enough. Currently, about 13,600 K-12 regular public school districts exist across 
the United States (Digest of Education Statistics, 2011). Concentrated poverty in many school 
districts compounds the challenges their constituents face, and tests the abilities of the state 
systems through which districts operate to effectively intervene (Baker et al., 2014). Moreover, 
as will be reviewed later, these resource differences are complicated politically and morally by 
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the propensity for American schools and districts to be (and to have been) highly segregated by 
race and ethnicity (Orfield, 2001).    
 The U.S. Constitution grants no authority over education to the federal government; 
therefore, the funding of education remains, constitutionally, a state responsibility (Crampton, 
2007). States, in turn, have varied regarding the extent to which they have seized fiscal 
responsibility, versus allowing funding responsibilities to primarily fall upon local taxpayers. In 
Illinois, for instance, the state’s proportion of educational revenue in fiscal year 2012 was just 
26.1%; federal sources of revenue in Illinois totaled 8.1%, leaving 65.9% of revenue to local 
sources (Illinois School Report Card, 2013). Nationally, school districts (on average) receive 
about 48% of their total revenues from the state, 44% from local sources, and 8% from the 
federal government (Berliner & Glass, 2014). Local constituents, as well, may vary both in terms 
of their capacity to fund schools and the value they ascribe to education or, more specifically, to 
public schooling. Local capacity, in turn, is most often a function of local taxable property 
wealth, although the source and manner of taxation depends upon the school funding structures 
that are operating within a state. The public dollars that reach any given district and that are used 
to educate its students are therefore largely a combined reflection of existing state and local 
funding structures and the collective capacity and effort of taxpayers. For the purposes of this 
paper, state and local public school funding may be productively examined on two key 
dimensions, funding effort and funding distribution. 
 Funding effort measures are aimed to assess spending on education relative to some 
measure of capacity to fund education. For instance, public school revenues may be expressed in 
relationship to a state’s gross domestic product (Baker et al., 2014). For this study, I compute 
effort measures reflecting the state and local public school revenues per student, divided by per 
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capita personal income. Baker et al. reported a wide variation in terms of funding effort by state, 
with the highest effort state (Vermont) exerting more than 2.6 times the effort of the lowest effort 
state (Delaware). The overall levels of resources available in a state are largely a function of 
wealth and effort; the importance of each component helps to explain how low effort Delaware, a 
“wealthy” state with the highest GDP in the nation at the time, was nevertheless able to generate 
the 10th highest funding level in the nation.  
 From a legal point of view, funding effort measures relate closest to the concept of 
adequacy. Whereas originally the concept of funding equity (which is closely related to funding 
distribution measures) predominated in legal contests, since the late 1980s considerations about 
funding adequacy have been dominant. Adequacy is concerned with defining a minimum level of 
funding by schools to educate its students to desired standard/s. This legal shift in focus—from 
equity to adequacy—was prompted by a landmark ruling in Rose v. Council for Better Education 
(1989) in Kentucky. The court found the state system of financing education to be 
unconstitutional on the basis of its inadequacy for educating students. The shift in focus from 
equity to adequacy has been remarkable and long-lasting. It is referred to as the “third wave” in 
school finance litigation (Thro, 1994). 
 Funding distribution measures, by contrast, relate to the concepts of equity and fairness 
of revenue generation and apportionment within states. For instance, Baker et al. (2014) relate 
per-pupil state and local funding, by school district, to the proportion of students that are 
experiencing poverty on a per-district basis. They assert, progressively funded states are those in 
which higher poverty districts tend to receive more funding than wealthy districts. Progressive 
funding, in turn, represents an alignment with a body of research, to be reviewed next, 
suggesting that students from impoverished contexts require additional investment in order to 
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achieve desirable learning outcomes. Regressively funded states show an opposite pattern; 
students who reside in affluent communities tend to receive greater funding than students in 
communities of more modest means. By Baker et al.’s measure, Minnesota emerged as the most 
progressively funded state, whereas Nevada appeared most regressive. Notably, my home state 
of Illinois is one of 10 states to have received an “F” grade on Baker and colleagues’ 
distribution measure. That one fifth of states received an “F” is itself significant, indicating that 
states routinely fail to establish fair educational resource allocation for students. As noted by 
Christie (2009), existing state and local funding formulas invariably fall short of adequately 
adjusting funding allotment to address differential student needs stemming from issues like high-
density school/district poverty. Notwithstanding, funding policies and formulae differ markedly 
by state in terms of the distribution of funds.  
Issues of funding inequity in many states have generated public attention, as well as a 
plethora of state-level legal challenges (Gillespie, 2010). Although legal challenges regarding 
American public school finance systems have transpired since the beginnings of common 
schools, the modern era of finance litigation is understood to have begun around 1971 with 
landmark state and federal decisions concerned with funding equity (Hunter, 2007). Prior to that 
time, although many citizens were concerned by routinely tight relationships between local 
property wealth and educational resources, the courts were conservative in their treatment of 
legal challenges. For instance, in McInnis v. Shapiro (1968), the Illinois Supreme Court 
considered whether or not the funding system which had given rise to unequal resources 
amounted to “invidious discrimination” (Court Reporter at 332), and they concluded that it did 
not. Subsequently, the U.S. Supreme Court (1969) summarily affirmed their decision. In Serrano 
v. Priest (1971), however, the California Supreme Court handed down a famous decision that 
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ushered in a new equal protection principle to school finance (Alexander & Alexander, 2012). 
They ruled that education is a fundamental right and thereby remanded the case for trial. In 1976, 
the same court affirmed, finding that that the wealth-based funding disparities violated the equal 
protection clause of the California constitution. This finding rested upon the conclusion that 
education is a “fundamental interest which cannot be conditioned on wealth” (Court Reporter at 
589). A comparable, major ruling occurred concurrently in New Jersey (Robinson v. Cahill, 
1973). Conversely, in Rodriguez v. San Antonio (1973), the U.S. Supreme Court took up a 
funding equity case and ruled that education is not a fundamental right under the federal 
constitution (Alexander et al.). Subsequently, the plaintiffs took their case to the state court and 
were victorious. Henceforth, other plaintiffs have sought relief from state courts, basing their 
legal arguments upon state constitutions or equal protections clauses (Hunter). As indicated 
previously, since Rose v. Council for Better Education (1989) the concept of funding adequacy 
(rather than funding equity or distribution) has predominated; still, equity continues to generate 
considerable attention, inside and outside the courts. 
 The federal government, thus, has continued to take a limited stance with respect to its 
responsibility to fund and/or concern itself with variability of public education resource 
provision across the United States.  A large portion of the federal financial contribution is tied 
into Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.; Although Title I is intended to 
redress poverty, its funding mechanism actually functions to exacerbate state-level inequities 
(Darling-Hammond, 2010; Education Trust, 2006). Importantly, the Supreme Court has to this 
point unvaryingly concluded that, from a national point of view, education is not a fundamental 
right.5 Thereby, anyone who wishes to understand the American public school funding landscape 
                                                            
5 Ironically, though, the United States government has signaled an increased interest in education for decades, and 
this interest is currently manifested in a high-stakes accountability movement. Some observers (e.g., Welner & 
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must concern herself with state- and local-level vicissitudes and their implications. As a result, 
the present study included measures of combined state and local funding effort and distribution, 
intentionally excluding federal revenues.  
 
The Implications of Public School Funding Relative to Educational Quality 
 The influence of school funding inputs upon student performance (“outputs”) has been 
studied and debated for decades, with scholars and pundits taking both sides (Holmlund, 
McNally, & Viarengo, 2008). In the United States, the widely-cited “Coleman report” (Coleman 
et al., 1966) was the first national exploration of a broader, but related question—whether (and to 
what extent) schools matter. While pursuing the question, the authors found relatively weak 
relationships between school resource (and other in school factors) measures and student 
outcomes. By contrast, they reported strong relationships between student achievement and out-
of-school factors such as parental income and educational levels. Still, a careful review of 
findings reveals nuanced findings: Teacher characteristics, for instance, were associated with 
student outcomes, and even more so with minority students (Baker, 2012). Yet, many drew from 
the study a simple implication that schools scarcely matter, whereas student, family, and 
community factors are paramount; thereby, putting more money into schools to try to improve 
student performance seemed to be imprudent (Baker). Although this study employed statistical 
methods that are unsophisticated from contemporary perspectives—in fact, re-analyses of the 
Coleman data using more refined techniques (e.g., Konstantopolous & Borman, 2011) revealed 
that schooling quality has significant effects on student outcomes—the original results have been 
                                                                                                                                                                                               
Carter, 2014) have raised strong concerns about this imbalanced policy focus upon achievement gaps and other 
student outputs, with almost no attention upon opportunity gaps arising from differences in the resources available to 
students. 
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highly influential. Even to this day, politicians and other influential citizens routinely present 
iterations of the refrain that money does not matter, or matters little (Berliner & Glass, 2014). 
As well, a small number of scholars—most notably Eric Hanushek—continue to argue in 
scholarship and court cases that school funding inputs are largely unimportant (e.g., Hanuskek, 
2008). In 1986, Hanushek published a particularly influential meta-analysis of studies into the 
relationships between funding and student performance. He reported inconsistent findings and 
ultimately concluded that no clear, systematic relations exist between school funding inputs and 
student academic achievement outcomes. According to Baker (2012), his conclusion has become 
a mantra for many, in spite of the fact that it has subsequently been rebutted by numerous 
scholars. 
 Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine (1996), for instance, provided a re-analysis of Hanushek’s 
(1986) meta-analysis. After reviewing the full set of studies that comprised Hanushek’s study as 
to whether they met certain (heightened) quality control parameters, they filtered down to a 
smaller subset of studies for meta-analytic purposes. Focused on this subset, these Greenwald et 
al. reached unambiguous conclusions regarding the importance of school spending on student 
outcomes. For example, among studies with statistically significant findings, eleven positive 
relations were encountered for each negative relation between per-pupil expenditures and student 
outcomes (Baker, 2012; Greenwald et al.). In fact, their calculated effect size suggests that 
modest school spending increases would associate with significant achievement increases 
(Baker, 2012; Greenwald et al.). 
 Indeed, a substantial and growing body of research supports the contention that school 
funding inputs are influential with respect to student learning outputs. Some studies, too, have 
offered enhanced precision with respect to the influence of specific types of expenditures, and 
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specific educational resource (funding) needs of different students (Baker, 2012). For the 
purposes of the present study, research that has clarified the distinct funding needs of different 
students is most salient.   
 In the United States, educating large numbers of children and advancing them out of 
poverty is a foremost problem facing the public education system (Berliner, 2006). The United 
States, sadly, has among the highest rates of child poverty in the developed world (UNICEF 
Office of Research, 2013). Logically, one might reason that children experiencing ill-effects of 
poverty will require greater educational funding to achieve equitable outcomes. Indeed, much 
school funding litigation stems at least partially from the assumption that all children do not have 
equal funding needs, and some children (e.g., those who are affected by disability or 
experiencing scarcity) require more concentrated resources (Alexander et al., 2012). Indeed, 
empirical research confirms these views: Duncombe and Yinger (2008) and Reschovsky and 
Imazeki (1998) demonstrated that it is significantly more costly to adequately educate students 
disadvantaged by poverty. Yet, these same children often have the least resources allocated to 
their education (Alexander & Wall, 2006). 
Public schools, thus, are pivotally positioned to promote (or, conversely, to hinder) 
intergenerational social mobility (Alexander, 2008). As such, education may be productively 
viewed as a redistributive (or, at least, potentially redistributive) good. Ideally, a child’s family 
wealth or educational background would be irrelevant to his or her future, except insofar as 
additional educational investment is made to offset known disadvantages that stem from poverty 
or other established interference to learning (e.g., an identified disability, or recent exposure to 
the English language). Such a funding arrangement might be necessary to comport with the 
American Dream, whereby a true meritocracy is assumed and valued (McNamee & Miller, 
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2009). However, many constituents might not share this ideal, particularly with respect to 
educational provision. Parents might tend to view education as a promising, strategic vehicle for 
securing, maintaining, or furthering advantages for their own children, with less thought of the 
lot of children residing elsewhere. For example, many families with young children, and the 
financial means to choose, move to nearby suburbs with “better” (and better funded) schools just 
in time for formal schooling. Others, who remain in cities, struggle mightily to enroll their child 
into prestigious private schools or reputable charters or magnets (Berliner & Glass, 2014).  
 Thus, on a state-by-state basis, it is incumbent to consider: Do school funding policies 
and formulae achieve the level of investment (effort) and progressive distribution necessary to 
meet the challenge of adequately educating its students? More importantly, a better 
understanding must be obtained regarding why such vast state-level differences exist on these 
measures. Is it possible that certain features of the states’ populations reliably predict these 
public school funding patterns? In the next section, we consider the prospective salience of social 
make-up, conceived primarily in terms of population fractionalization and sub-population share 
on religious, racial, and other theoretically important dimensions, to account for these funding 
differences.  
 
Why Do U.S. States’ Public School Funding Policies Differ so Markedly? 
 Thus far, it has been established that state and local public school funding policy differ 
markedly in America by state. Moreover, the implications of these differences in terms of 
educational quality are apparent, although the precise nature of the funding-student achievement 
relationship remains under debate. Yet, substantially less is known regarding why these 
differences exist. Therefore, to build hypotheses for the present study, it is necessary to turn to 
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related scholarship, much of which has occurred outside of education. As such, in this section we 
examine a body of theory and empirical investigation pertaining to the influence of social make-
up upon individual preferences and/or collective decision-making regarding governmental 
redistribution or redistributive policy, which occurs via spending on certain publicly-funded 
programs or systems (e.g., social security, welfare, state-sponsored health care, etc.). As 
previously described, this research warrants careful consideration because education, likewise, 
can be productively examined from a redistributive lens.  
 
Scholarship Into Comparative Redistributive Policy 
 A longstanding problem for scholars has concerned investigating the extents to which—
and the explanation(s) as to why—governments have enacted often remarkably dissimilar 
policies surrounding resource redistribution. For instance, Alesina and Glaeser (2009) observe 
that governmental policies functioning to redistribute resources from the rich to the poor in the 
United States are substantially more limited than in all Western European nations, and they 
consider a variety of possible explanations. These explanations for redistributive policy 
differences group broadly as follows: economic, political/institutional, racial/ethnic, cultural, and 
attitudinal. In this section, I focus primarily upon racial/ethnic explanations, while also 
considering the extent to which other sources of heterogeneity or cleavage within a population 
(e.g., in terms of religious makeup, age, immigrant population, or income inequality) may be 
influential. Also, I review cultural and attitudinal explanations, which shed light on why some 
population heterogeneity may influence policy preference and enactment. First, however, I 
briefly describe the merits and shortcomings of economic and political/institutional explanations. 
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 Economic explanations. The simplest assumption, formalized by Meltzer and Richards 
(1981), is that economic self-interest wholly determines preferences for government policy with 
respect to resource redistribution. It therefore follows that, as income inequality increases and as 
the annual income of the median voter decreases, demand for redistribution in the aggregate will 
increase. This prediction, howsoever simple and intuitive, has not adequately held up to 
empirical tests. The previously described American and European difference serves as a 
conspicuous case in point (Massari, Grazia Pittau, & Zelli, 2005): The U.S. is more unequal than 
other European nations and has been so for decades (Goldin & Katz, 2010), yet its policies have 
persistently reflected a more limited stance toward resource redistribution (Alesina & Glaeser, 
2009). Likewise, other economic models have proven incapable of sufficiently accounting for 
these phenomena. This struggle has prompted numerous scholars, in search for answers, to look 
elsewhere. 
 Political and institutional explanations. By contrast, political and institutional 
differences appear to account non-trivially for differences in enactment of redistributive policy. 
For example, in nearly all Western European nations, proportional electoral representation 
systems operate (e.g., the number of seats won by a party relates to the proportion of votes 
received), in contrast to the winner-takes-all American electoral system whereby individual seats 
are sought and, ultimately, won or lost (Alesina & Glaeser, 2009). In America, too, the winners 
are nearly always backed by one of two parties, whereas Western European nations typically 
feature a more diverse set of candidates and party backings. Governmental checks and balances, 
which are heavily present in the United States, also appear to matter; for instance, the U.S. 
Supreme Court and the U.S. Congress have separately and repeatedly acted to stop the expansion 
of the welfare state (Alesina & Glaeser). Lastly, the federalist system in the United States is 
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unique and significant. With respect to social spending, for example, Alesina and Glaeser 
estimate about 50% of the difference between the U.S. and Europe regarding support for 
government redistribution may be attributable to these differences. Thus, political and 
institutional explanations are constructive but do not fully account for redistributive policy 
differences. Moreover, Alesina and Glaeser question whether institutional and political 
differences ultimately are a cause or a consequence of other social differences, especially those 
of population makeup. For instance, proportional representation might have failed in the United 
States due in part to fear from the White majority that such an approach would give more 
political power to racial minorities (Alesina & Glaeser). Scholars have therefore continued their 
pursuits, examining other possibilities. 
 Sociological explanations, including fractionalization theory. The social makeup of a 
population, including the degree to which it is fractionalized (or fragmented) in some way, might 
also help to explain policy differences that are evident between jurisdictions. The concept of 
fractionalization appears to be have been driven initially by widespread relationships, assumed or 
observed, between ethnic conflicts and political economy in a variety of nations. For example, it 
has been assumed that ethnic conflict leads to political instability, poor quality institutions, badly 
designed economic policy, and depressed economic performance (Alesina et al., 2003).  
In order to advance the work and subject these relationships to empirical testing, it is 
important to be able to operationalize the fractionalization construct. Fractionalization indices, 
as applied by scholars in recent years, do so by numerically representing the diversity of a 
population for a particular characteristic of interest (Moeller, 2012). Its earliest reference, 
according to Moeller, owes to Taylor and Hudson (1972), who defined ethno-linguistic 
fractionalization as “the probability of two people, randomly selected from the population of 
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interest, having different (emphasis added) ethno-linguistic backgrounds” (p. 42). Most 
frequently, it has been measured through a “one minus the Herfindahl index” (e.g., see Patsiurko, 
Campbell, & Hall, 2011) formula, as follows: 
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐽 = 1 −  �𝑠2𝑖𝑖𝑁
𝑖=1
 
 
where 𝑠𝑖𝑖 is the share of the group i (i = 1…N) in state j. 
 
Typically, fractionalization indices have been applied to study the ability of ethnic or 
racial diversity to predict government redistributive policy or economic performance. However, 
religious and linguistic diversity also can be, and have been, operationalized similarly and 
studied in relationship to the same outcomes. In practice, it is possible to index any variable that 
includes shares within a population of interest. Thus, for example, the U.S. Census ethnic/racial 
categories afford a much-used example. Measurement across nations often proves more difficult 
and may be problematic, since ethnic categories are fluid and may be conceived and applied 
inconsistently by different governments and peoples. 
Of course, it is most prudent to study only those variables that are of theoretical interest 
or that relate to one’s research questions. Therefore, in the remainder of this chapter I will devote 
significant attention to different types of population diversity (e.g., racial/ethnic, religious, 
linguistic, and socioeconomic) within the context of American public education, considering the 
extent to which they have been found to relate, or might be expected to relate, to decision-
making regarding school funding. I utilize the aforementioned formula to compute 
fractionalization values. 
 Montalvo and Reynal-Querol (2005) have since argued that ethnic and religious 
fractionalization do not invariably increase social conflict; in fact, they demonstrated that an 
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increase in heterogeneity might at some point lead to decreases in conflict. Thus, they derive and 
encourage the employment of a polarization index (RQ) to measure heterogeneity: 
     
Where πi is the proportion of each group and N is the number of groups. 
 
Some scholars, such as Dincer and Lambert (2012), have begun to utilize this formula as 
an alternative or supplement to the previously described method. Meanwhile, additional issues 
have been advocated by Lind (2007), who argues that the conventional measures are too 
simplistic to account for the degree to which different ethnic groups may differ from, or conflict 
with, one another. Thereby, he encourages the construction of measures of intergroup opinion 
differences and relative distance fractionalization to account for some of this variation (Moeller, 
2012). To date, it is unclear to what extent scholars will pursue these approaches, yet it seems 
clear that Lind is correct in raising these issues: Such differences exist and likely impact upon the 
precision of traditionally-created indices of fractionalization. This study, however, follows the 
lead of the preponderance of scholars in pursuing the former approach to compute 
fractionalization values.  
Also, it is possible, and preferable in certain circumstances, to sidestep fractionalization 
indices altogether and define and measure social makeup or (sub)population share more 
simplistically. For example, in the United States the history and experience of African 
Americans has been distinct and complicated, with inauspicious beginnings as slaves in the 
antebellum U.S. South (Stichnoth & Van der Straeten, 2009). Research supports that African 
Americans continue to experience ill-effects of this legacy, including present-day discrimination, 
both on interpersonal and policy levels. Thus, the population share of African Americans by U.S. 
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state has been shown to relate to other aspects of political economy, and (as I will review) it is 
reasonable to assume it may relate to public school funding provision and funding. Indeed, this 
variable is in some instances more impactful than measures of fractionalization, which in 
traditional form accord equal value to each categorized group within a population. Similarly, the 
proportion of Latino/a individuals in a population might be important. Public education in the 
United States has been persistently complicated by issues stemming from religion, particularly 
from certain religious traditions. The state share of Evangelical Christians and Catholics might 
warrant particular attention. Thus, while reviewing this literature and considering its extension 
into matters of educational finance, I will argue for the inclusion of several such measures of 
social makeup as potentially predictive of policies in this arena. Ultimately, a better 
understanding of salient factors will enhance our ability to craft and implement effective public 
educational policy. First, I address research and theory surrounding the influence of racial and 
ethnic makeup upon social policy preferences and enactment. Next, I focus upon religious 
makeup, then linguistic makeup. Finally, I describe a small number of additional variables of 
interest for the present study, based upon my review of relevant literature. 
 
Racial and Ethnic Makeup 
Regarding U.S. PK-12 public education funding, why might race and ethnicity 
matter? Any serious accounting of United States history must incorporate race and ethnicity, 
and the case of public education is no exception. In fact, institutionally sanctioned discrimination 
concerning access to education precedes the nation’s birth (Darling-Hammond, 2010), and 
Thomas Jefferson’s otherwise moving vision of an educated, self-governing citizenry did not 
extend to African Americans (Ladson-Billings, 2014; Tyack, 1974). Naturally, race-based 
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educational issues have played out distinctly at regional, state, and local levels, owing to the 
decentralized nature of American schooling. Yet, the centrality of race has repeatedly been made 
plain throughout our history. In this section, I offer historical context and illustrate minorities’ 
ongoing struggles to secure access to high quality public education. Although it would require 
volumes to more fully describe these struggles, I aim modestly to establish the necessity of 
considering race and ethnicity if we wish to more fully understand the provision and funding of 
American public education. 
In the antebellum South, states made it illegal to teach enslaved persons to read (Ladson-
Billings, 2014). After the Civil War, mercifully, a period of reconstruction occurred, with 
northern intervention aimed to promote the advancement of freed slaves. In this time period, 
terrific progress occurred indeed, especially in the area of education: For instance, African 
American students in Alabama’s Black belt, on average, attended primary school at slightly 
higher rates, and for longer school terms, than their White counterparts (Tozer, Senese, & Violas, 
2009). African Americans clearly viewed education as fundamental to their economic and civic 
progress (Tozer et al., 2009). Sadly, though, gains that had accrued during this time period came 
systematically undone in the period of Southern redemption that began after 1877. Northerners’ 
commitment to reconstruction decreased as their own economic tribulations shifted their 
attention inward, and their diminished military and intellectual presence invited Southerners to 
reverse reconstructive efforts (Tozer et al.). In Alabama, for instance, the 1890 House Bill 504 
took direct aim at blacks’ educational progress by placing educational funding distribution into 
the hands of White authorities, who were vaguely tasked with allocating funds in a “just and 
equitable” manner (see Tozer et al.). The meaning of these terms was distorted by dominant 
White supremacist viewpoints. A widespread ideology of race-based inferiority justified unequal 
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treatment, both in terms of resources made available to African American students, and the form 
of education that was offered (e.g., menial and vocational in nature, versus Classically-based 
education; Darling-Hammond, 2010). 
House Bill 504’s effects were both immediate and devastating. In Lowndes County, for 
instance, about $20 was distributed under House Bill 504 to fund the education of White 
schoolchildren, and $0.67 to black schoolchildren (Tozer et al., 2009). House Bill 504 is but one 
example of state legislation that permitted or sanctioned wildly unequal financial support for 
black and white schools. Some, like the Alabama law, did so by allowing county authorities to 
redistribute resources to schools as they saw fit (Beck & Tolnay, 1990). Concurrently, a variety 
of broad, racist political acts functioned to disenfranchise African Americans and re-create race-
based inequality (Tozer et al.) during this particularly dark period in American history. For 
instance, Jim Crow laws deprived many African Americans of their recently-won voting rights 
and instituted segregationist policies (Kluger, 1976). Examples of institutionalized racism 
abounded, particularly in the South, and ultimately contributed to the Great Migration of African 
Americans from their Southern roots into industrialized Northern centers, where sadly they again 
encountered systematic discrimination in many aspects of living (Tozer et al.).  
The North, likewise, evidenced severe inequities and problems for racial minorities who 
desired access to high quality public schooling. In 1857, for instance, African American leaders 
complained to an investigating committee that the New York board of education had spent $16 
per white child and only one cent per Black child for school buildings (Darling-Hammond, 2010; 
Tyack, 1974). As well, although I have henceforth focused upon the experience of African 
Americans in America, other groups have profoundly experienced the ill-effects of 
discrimination. Native Americans and, frequently, Mexican Americans also experienced both de 
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facto and de jure discrimination throughout the nation in the 19th and 20th centuries (Darling-
Hammond, 2010; Kluger, 1976). The Native American experience is replete with examples of 
discrimination. Asian Americans have routinely experienced negative sentiments and racism, 
including a time period in which Japanese-American citizens were detained in internment camps. 
Latin American immigrants have experienced protracted segregation and discrimination. Even 
individuals from various European-American backgrounds (e.g., Irish, Italian, and Slavic Eastern 
Europeans) have been subject to severe discrimination on the basis of their ethnicities and 
presumed inferiorities stemming from their backgrounds or genetic stock (Tozer et al., 2009). 
It would be naïve to assume that racial issues in the United States with respect to 
schooling were time-bound and of little contemporary consequence. Consider, for instance, the 
recency of the Brown vs. Board of Education (1954) ruling against state-sponsored segregation 
of schooling, and the enormous, persistent difficulties of translating this ruling into truly 
integrated schools. African American leaders, rightly perceiving that segregated schooling 
inevitably was unequal, fought mightily for desegregation. In the aftermath of the monumental 
ruling by the U.S. Supreme Court, court-ordered desegregation produced clear educational gains 
and improved many students’ futures (Mickelson, 2008; Orfield, 2014). Yet, in time these gains 
came systematically undone; although intellectually and morally it seemed clear enough that 
separate schools were (and are) inherently unequal, the political will to actually create integrated 
schools, requiring busing of students and other unpopular mechanisms, could not be summoned 
and maintained for the long haul. The White establishment, particularly, found new ways to 
maintain for their children the segregated educational environments they clearly preferred 
(Ladson-Billings, 2014). As a result, and within a context in which segregated housing and 
communities are a norm, schools and school districts appear to be resegregating. In the absence 
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of race-conscious student enrollment policies, which have now been struck down by the highest 
courts repeatedly, American schools will tend toward resegregation (Civil Rights Project, 2006; 
Darling-Hammond, 2014). As well, poorly structured market-based educational reforms 
respecting charter and voucher schools may be exacerbating the problem (Orfield, 2014). 
Consider also the 2014 Civil Rights Data Collection reports released by the U.S. Office 
for Civil Rights (Civil Rights Data Collection, 2014). The reports document troubling 
inequalities of educational opportunity—manifested in numerous ways, including student 
disciplinary incidents, access to high level coursework, and access to licensed and/or experienced 
teachers—that are associated with students’ racial backgrounds. These inequalities, in turn, relate 
to larger, systemic factors, including the persistent segregation of schools based upon race, 
ethnicity, and neighborhood wealth. 
Thus, despite indications of progress in some regards, racial and ethnic discrimination 
still exist, and their effects are likely yet imprinted into the funding and provision of government 
institutions, including PK-12 schools. Against this backdrop, unequal opportunity structures are 
both inevitable and difficult to counter politically (Darling-Hammond, 2014), as African 
American leaders had recognized decades ago. Thus, race- and ethnicity-based struggles “have 
played out in each historical era for racial/ethnic groups, new immigrants, and the poor, 
surfacing in decisions about whom to educate, with what resources, where and how, and toward 
what ends” (Darling-Hammond, 2010, p. 28). 
Ethnic or racial fractionalization, social makeup, and redistribution. Of all 
fractionalization measures, ethnic (and/or combined ethnolinguistic) and racial fractionalization 
have received the most empirical attention, and a sizeable body of research supports its 
underlying importance with respect to government redistributive policy, at various levels of 
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government. For instance, Canning and Fay (1993) and Mauro (1995) discussed the impact of 
ethnic fractionalization on government activities and quality of institutions. LaPorta, Lopez de 
Silanes, Shleifer, and Vishny (1999) broadly reviewed the determinants of governmental quality, 
concluding that ethnic fractionalization is influential. Meanwhile, studies of U.S. localities 
demonstrate less efficient public goods provision, lower participation in social activities, lower 
trust, and lesser economic success in more ethnically fragmented communities (Alesina et al., 
2002).  
Alesina and Glaeser (2004) performed the most widely cited research on fractionalization 
in relationship to preferences for, and implementation of, redistributive policies. In this study, 
they investigated the relationship between ethno-linguistic fractionalization and social transfers 
as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP). They explored and reported relationships on 
international (with Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development [OECD] countries 
comprising the sample) and state-level (United States) bases. In each case, they relied upon 
regression-based models to analyze relationships. Importantly, they investigated aggregate 
governmental social expenditures, including healthcare, social welfare, education, and 
government infrastructure investment. Generally, these authors provided compelling evidence 
that more ethno-linguistically diverse nations and states tend to provide less government-
provided social transfer (redistribution) as a percentage of GDP. These relationships hold even 
after holding a variety of factors constant.  
Several other studies had tended to focus predominantly upon government support for 
welfare, which might not generalize well to all instances of redistributive policy. Individuals’ 
support for welfare state spending is often studied from the basis of their responses to items like 
the following, from the General Social Survey (GSS): 
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Some people think that the government in Washington should do everything to improve 
the standard of living of all poor Americans (they are at point 1 on this card). Other 
people think it is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take 
care of himself (they are at point 5). Where are you placing yourself in this scale?  
 
Possibly, individuals’ viewpoints regarding provision and financing of education are distinct 
from their viewpoints regarding provision of welfare-style programming. Indeed, particularly in 
America, the dominant ideology appears to be aversive to perceived freebies and more open to 
more didactic reforms (e.g., teach a man to fish rather than giving him one). Johnson, for 
instance, justified his Great Society’s focus toward education and job-training—and away from 
other approaches such as increased food stamp provision—by describing the strategy as “a hand-
up not a hand-out” (Davies, 2007; Kantor & Lowe, 2014). It is, thus, important to keep these 
distinctions in mind as researchers aim to extend or test the welfare-based findings into other 
realms, including educational finance. 
 Alesina, Baqir, and Easterly (1999) studied public goods provision in U.S. cities, 
metropolitan areas, and urban counties in relationship to racial/ethnic fractionalization. 
Importantly, public education was among the public goods they studied; other goods studied 
included roads, sewage, trash pickup, police, hospitals, etc. As they had predicted, they found 
that more diverse jurisdictions tended to show lower spending on education, while they found 
higher spending in certain areas (e.g., police spending).  
In some instances—and perhaps particularly in the United States—it also seems 
important to look at the influence of particular forms of ethnic or racial diversity. As described 
previously, the historical experience of African Americans provides a glaring case in point 
(Stichnoth & Van der Straeten, 2009). As such, Alesina and Glaeser (2004) studied the 
relationship between the percentage of African Americans in each state and the 1990 maximum 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), which was the main social assistance 
38 
program at that time. They controlled for median income in the state, finding a significant 
negative relationship between African American share and maximum payments. Ribar and 
Wilhelm (1999), employing data from different years and slightly different methodological 
approaches, reached the same general conclusion. 
Likewise, research on support for public education in the United States has included 
investigation of African American population share (Stichnoth & Van der Straeten, 2009). For 
instance, James (1987) reported as one of his findings that the percentage of African Americans 
in state-level population positively correlated with the percentage of students enrolled in private 
schools. She postulated that White desire for racial homogeneity in schools has influenced the 
growth of the private educational sector. Related, Goldin and Katz (1999) found that the high 
school movement, which underpinned the rapid rise in secondary education in the U.S. from 
1910 to 1940, was stronger in more homogenous communities; they viewed homogeneity in 
terms of ethnicity, religion, and income. 
Also, researchers also have shown a direct relationship between individuals’ race or 
ethnicity upon attitudes toward redistribution in the United States. Most conspicuously, African 
Americans are much more favorable to redistribution in general than are Whites in the United 
States (e.g., Alesina & La Ferrara, 2005), and are more supportive of spending on public 
education (Rubinfeld, Shapiro, & Roberts, 1987). Yet, at the state level, these policies tend to be 
weaker in states with larger shares of African Americans. Therefore, the salience of a particular 
ethnic group or division among groups is dependent upon the structure of political and ethnic 
competition. Apparently, African Americans’ political clout in these states is relatively less than 
that of other groups (e.g., Whites) whose preferences are more often reflected in policy.  
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Interpretation of findings regarding race and ethnicity. A variety of explanations 
have been set forth regarding the general finding that racial and ethnic fractionalization are 
important factors in relationship government redistributive policy. One possibility, which is 
supported by a growing body of research (see review by Alesina & Glaeser, 2009), is that 
altruism is stronger within than across racial and ethnic lines. Most simplistically, members of a 
particular ethnic group should by definition share certain characteristics, origins, and/or beliefs 
(Koster, 2013; Yinger, 1985); these individuals, therefore, more easily empathize and/or feel 
altruistic toward each other, and thus more readily achieve consensus or near-consensus on 
topics of importance, including matters of public policy. With respect to race, moreover, 
individuals may be differentiated on the basis of visible (albeit superficial) characteristics. 
Conversely, individuals from different groups might experience greater barriers to consensus, 
encountering more frequent division and diversity of opinion. In terms of redistributive policies, 
it is thus more difficult to achieve social consensus to redistribute in conditions of ethnic or racial 
diversity versus homogeneity. 
Particularly in societies in which membership in a particular group is associated with 
poverty, aversion to redistributive practice may be most pronounced (Alesina & Glaeser, 2009). 
Perversely, the American social economy may therefore be particularly conducive to the 
formation of race-based antipathies against redistribution (Alesina & Glaeser): African 
Americans, for instance, have long been relatively poor and segregated. As such, they are 
susceptible to negative attributions, such as the unfortunate view that the tribulations of African 
Americans (and/or “the poor” by extension, in some minds) are due to some deficit (e.g., 
laziness). When a minority group is rich, by contrast, it is much less natural to make use of racial 
hostility to fight against redistributive policies and the welfare state (Alesina & Glaeser). Indeed, 
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attributions about the poor are curiously different in the United States than in Western Europe: 
Whereas only 26% of Europeans believe the poor are lazy, 60% of Americans believe that they 
are (Alesina & Glaeser). For many Americans, this view is coupled with a strong belief in the 
capacity for upward social mobility through hard work. Yet, studies of income mobility have 
shown that, if anything, Americans are less socially mobile than their European counterparts 
(Glaeser, 2005; Gottschalk & Spolaore, 2002). Beliefs and attributions matter—for instance, they 
influence citizens’ voting preferences and their interpretations of daily occurrences.  
The influence of diversity extends beyond topics of race and ethnicity; stereotyping and 
“in-group” and “out-group” preferences and biases (Leyens, Yzerbyt, & Schadron, 1994) could 
arise on the basis of any number of real or perceived differences or divisions. Religious-based 
differences, and their potential implications with respect to school finance, will be presented 
next. Of some solace, preferences toward redistribution are moderated significantly by factors 
such as social proximity to members of other races and the ethnic makeup of the poor within the 
jurisdiction (Luttmer, 2001). Thus, certain environmental conditions (which themselves could be 
nurtured or undermined by different policies) may render race or ethnic cleavages more or less 
influential. 
 
Religious Makeup 
Regarding U.S. PK-12 public education funding, why might religion matter? 
Individual or aggregate-level preferences or policies toward social spending and government-
enabled redistribution also may be influenced by religious factors. This influence could be 
general in nature or might vary as a function of denomination or other specific religious 
difference. The influence of religion in America may be heightened relative to many other 
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developed nations: Religion, alongside race, is—and has been—a defining American 
characteristic (Hero, 1998). Presently, nearly all states may accurately be viewed as multi-ethnic 
and multi-religious conglomerations (Bobo & Hutchings, 1996; Dincer & Lambert, 2012). 
Research, which I will review next, has investigated the influence of religion within the U.S. and 
in international, comparative formats. 
With respect to the provision of public education in the U.S., issues stemming from 
religion have been particularly weighty and persistent from the beginning. Predating the 
establishment of common schools in the U.S., Thomas Jefferson envisioned a system of secular 
schools that would exemplify a fundamental church-state separation. In religiously diverse 
colonies, prior to the nation’s birth, religious differences threatened to divide the incipient state 
(Tozer et al., 2009). When Horace Mann tirelessly worked to establish a system of common 
schools, it became clear that religious-based issues regarding schooling were far from settled. 
Although at the time accused of being antireligious and favoring “Godless public schools” 
(Cubberley, 1934, p. 234) based on the system of common values he advocated, in fact these 
values included pan-Protestant elements that conflicted both with Calvinism/Puritanism and Irish 
Catholicism (Tozer et al.). In part, too, the “problem” of assimilating masses of poor, recently-
immigrated Irish Catholics fueled movements for state-provided education. As well, the state’s 
interest in meeting demands posed by modernization and nurturing a self-governing citizenry 
spurred these efforts. In any case, religious issues were paramount from the onset of public 
schooling in the United States, and continue to this day. 
Examples of religious-themed conflicts associated with schooling, of course, are plentiful 
and persistent. The teaching of creationism or intelligent design in public schools, for instance, 
continues in some school districts, while issues surrounding school prayer regularly surface 
42 
(Phillips, 2006). In the United States, religious fundamentalists have successfully taken aim at 
public schools and those who govern and legislate them, in the process materially impacting 
public schooling (Alexander & Alexander, 2012). Specifically, recent legal struggles over church 
and state separation, in which courts have ruled favorably regarding the public funding of private 
education, demonstrate an erosion of church-state separation (Alexander & Alexander, 2012). 
These rulings directly impact public education funding and provision: Public dollars going 
toward private schools are dollars that have been taken from public ones. In any case, it is 
eminently clear that the development of children’s hearts and minds is of obvious church and 
state interest; moreover, church and state lines frequently blur in our highly decentralized 
educational systems.  
Religion might exert a general impact upon redistributive preferences and policy, 
irrespective of specific religious background, and/or religion might exert specific impacts related 
to particular denominations or belief systems. Researchers have investigated both possibilities; 
accordingly, I summarize theory and research within each body of research. 
Religious fractionalization, social makeup, and redistribution. Some scholars have 
theorized that religion exerts a general impact upon redistributive preferences and policy, more 
or less independently of specific religious background. Within traditional fractionalization 
theory, more religious diversity within a government entity is generally predicted to lead to 
lower support for redistribution: It is assumed, through mechanisms similar to what was 
described with respect race or ethnicity, that greater religious diversity associates with greater 
difficulty forging consensus, meeting diverse preferences and needs, etc. Others have considered 
characteristics or belief systems of religious persons and assumed that these will impact 
redistributive preferences. For instance, religious individuals might place greater emphasis on 
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hard work or individualism (Benabou & Tirole, 2006), or their religion may offer to them a form 
of social insurance that functions as a substitute for government-provided social insurance 
(Hungerman, 2005; Scheve & Stasavage, 2006). Also, individuals’ religious background might 
shape their educational preferences, such that they prefer an educational curriculum and 
philosophy that cannot be satisfied within the public system. Thereby, a parent may choose to 
enroll her child in a private school, and accordingly temper her support for public-provided 
school funding. In this instance, a direct relationship between a person’s religious background 
and her preferences toward school funding is assumed. 
Research into these theorized relations is mixed. First, when researchers have calculated 
and applied religious fractionalization indices, they have failed to find unambiguous relations 
with redistributive policy outcomes, in contrast with ethnic and linguistic measures. For instance, 
Alesina et al. (2002) found ethnic and linguistic fractionalization, but not religious 
fractionalization, to be predictive of their outcome measures. Indeed, they found that this 
measure displayed a positive, albeit non-significant, association with measures of good 
governance. They interpreted the finding by advancing that religious fractionalization tends to be 
higher in more tolerant and free societies. In contrast, Dincer and Lambert (2012) found religious 
fractionalization across U.S. states to account for 10% of the variance of AFDC/TANF (welfare) 
payments; the data fit a U-shaped pattern, such that increasing fractionalization values relate 
initially to decreasing support for redistribution via welfare payments, and above certain values 
relate to increasing support. Moreover, the prediction enhanced when they included control 
variables. When these researchers used a measure of religious polarization as a predictor, they 
found a significant, negative linear relationship. Thus, as religious polarization increased at state 
levels, support for welfare payments decreased. 
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Also, significant relations have been found between individuals’ identification as 
religious and their preferences regarding redistribution. For instance, Scheve and Stasavage 
(2006) hypothesized and found that religious individuals, irrespective of denomination, tend to 
show less support for government welfare provision. Likewise, Guillaud’s (2013) findings 
support the proposition that religion may function generally as a form of social insurance, in turn 
decreasing these individuals’ preferences for governmental social insurance. In both studies, 
individual-level data from a large set of democratic nations were utilized. 
The possibility is also being studied that certain cleavages (e.g., between the religious and 
the non-religious) are emerging and/or explanatory of policy preferences in post-industrial 
societies. For instance, Stegmueller, Scheepers, Roßteutscher, and de Jong (2012) studied 
support for redistribution across Western Europe, and contended that the most pertinent present 
cleavage is between religious and nonreligious individuals (as opposed to, for instance, 
traditional cleavages between religious groups such as Protestants and Catholics). 
Specific (e.g., denomination-level) religious composition and redistribution. Scholars 
also have theorized about, and studied the influence of, specific religious backgrounds and belief 
systems upon politico-economic processes; these studies often are justified by historical and 
contemporary emphasis upon differences in belief systems between Catholic and Protestant 
doctrines. The latter, for instance, is often highlighted for its Calvinist ideas related to work, and 
its potential relationship to believers’ views regarding respective individual and governmental 
responsibilities. Within this broad tradition, some scholars have begun to look specifically at 
redistribution-related preferences and policies as well. Interestingly, U.S.-level results appear 
sometimes as discrepant from international (often include a set of European nations) results. In 
this sub-section, I will review findings and dominant interpretations.  
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Alesina and Glaeser (2009) studied multiple potential determinants of preferences for 
redistribution, examining both U.S. (by state) and international (by nation) samples. Their results 
differed by sample: Protestants in the U.S., they found, tended to be less favorable to 
redistribution than atheists. By contrast, they found that Catholics and Jews tend to desire greater 
redistribution, although not significantly so. More complicating still, they found that being raised 
religiously increases the desire for redistribution. When they controlled for individuals’ political 
ideology, however, they found individuals from all religious denominations to be more favorable 
to redistribution. In the international portion of the study, by contrast, they found all religious 
denominations except the Orthodox to be less in favor of redistribution than atheists. However, 
Dion (2010) studied a sample of European countries and found larger national Catholic and 
Muslim populations to associate with greater preferences for redistribution; meanwhile, they 
found that larger Protestant populations associated with lower, although statistically 
insignificant, support for redistribution.  
Thus, research into specific, denomination-level impacts of relation appear to be mixed. 
Still, with respect to public schooling, there is much reason to suspect an interaction between 
individuals’ specific religious beliefs and/or affiliation and their support for public education.  
Interpretation of findings regarding religion. Apparently the picture regarding the role 
of religion (generally, or in terms of specific religious traditions) is murkier than the role of race 
or ethnicity. Yet, religion might take on an elevated importance when fiscal support for public 
education is considered. Studies of the role of religion upon redistribution thus far have most 
often utilized welfare payments as their outcome measure, and support for public education 
might relate differently. Indeed, as previously noted, the historical relationship between members 
of certain religious groups (e.g., Catholics in the 1800s; see Goldin & Katz, 2008) and public 
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education has been strained. Furthermore, James (1987) found that the proportion of Catholics in 
a state related inversely to the proportion of students enrolled in public education. At a more 
basic level, citizens holding certain religious beliefs might view public schools as incapable of 
meeting desired educational needs for their children, or others’ children; they may instead 
demand religious-themed education, delivered privately. In the post-Civil War United States, for 
instance, Catholic schools greatly increased in numbers (McGreevy, 2003) due to a perception 
that public education, as constructed, was incompatible with Catholic values and ultimately 
incapable of meeting the needs of Catholic children. Meanwhile, it can be posited that 
individuals who choose to enroll their children in private schools will in turn be less likely to 
heavily support local public schools. In so doing, they may lose sight of a key prism within 
which to view public education: as an institution that could facilitate social mobility and/or 
redistribute skills and resources from old to young and rich to poor.  
Moreover, the strength of religious conviction among citizens within a state may relate to 
their support for public education, and/or their viewpoints regarding the distribution of funds. 
Stegmueller et al.’s (2012) finding, which suggested an important cleavage in Western Europe 
between religious and non-religious individuals, may manifest itself in the U.S. as well, 
especially with respect to education: Strongly religious individuals from various backgrounds 
(Catholic, puritan or Calvinist, and Baptists or evangelical Christians) have most frequently 
battled with public schools over issues of curriculum, reading material, and funding (e.g., the 
constitutionality of providing public funding for private education). Thereby, I expect that a 
measure of state-level religious strength will serve as a predictor of public funding support for 
education (effort).  
 
47 
Socioeconomic Makeup 
 Socioeconomic makeup and school funding. It is established that local jurisdictions 
beset more so by conditions of poverty or modest wealth have more difficulty generating 
sufficient revenues to support their institutions, including the schools. When certain funding 
structures are in place, district-level inequities follow and are represented by this study’s funding 
distribution measure. In property-tax reliant California, for example, a three-to-one spending 
ratio is evident between the highest- and lowest-spending school districts (Darling-Hammond, 
2010; Loeb, Grisson, & Strunk, 2007).  
 Currently unclear from the research, however, is the relationship between state-level 
differences in socioeconomic complexion—or incidence of poverty—and funding effort and 
distribution. The measure of funding effort employed in the study includes per capita personal 
income in the denominator; it is meant in that way to incorporate state-by-state differences in 
capacity to fund education, so that the resulting value is a truer measure of how much taxpayers 
are valuing public education. One possibility is that poorer states tend also to value education 
less, and causal arrows could potentially go in either direction because education and income are 
so tightly intertwined. Another possibility is that these poorer states are putting forth equivalent 
or greater funding effort (i.e., they value education as much or more), but nonetheless they 
struggle or are incapable of competing in terms of generating comparable levels of revenue. At 
local levels, my early research project in Illinois demonstrated a tendency toward greater local 
effort (defined by proportionally higher tax levy rates) shown by more impoverished districts 
(Malin, unpublished research). However, because of a heavily property-reliant funding system in 
Illinois and weak state role in terms of equalization, major and growing inequities were present 
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in Illinois’ system. Indeed, the funding distribution measure employed in this study shows 
Illinois as the third least progressively distributed state.  
 Limited research is available from which to predict relations between state 
socioeconomic makeup (measured in this study by state-level income and poverty measures) and 
funding outcomes. Still, in this study I predicted that I would find less well-to-do states (i.e., 
those with lower median per capita income or higher incidence of poverty) as putting forth 
slightly lower overall state-level effort. Similarly, I predicted that states with greater inequality 
(represented by state-level Gini Coefficients) would show less progressive funding distribution. 
If these predictions are confirmed, it might suggest one mechanism as to why socioeconomic 
status is so strongly related to student achievement, as will be reviewed in the following 
subsection.  
Other measures of social makeup or state policy context and PK-12 education. 
Several other measures of social makeup might bear relations to the provision and funding of 
public education in the United States. For the purpose of this study, these additional measures 
will serve as control variables in some multiple regression models. As such, a clearer and more 
comprehensive depiction of the relations of social makeup measures to PK-12 educational 
funding outcomes will be achieved. In Appendix B, I briefly describe each of these measures. 
 
The Prediction of Student Achievement from Social Makeup and Funding Factors 
 The second research question pursued by this study pertains to the prediction of state-
level achievement from state-level student, teacher/systemic, and school funding factors. A 
review of research exploring relations between school funding and student achievement was 
provided earlier in this chapter. In this section, a review of other potentially important factors is 
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provided. School funding dimensions are the primary focus of this study; however, it is 
important to estimate its importance within the context of other established factors.  
Abundant research exists to demonstrating clear and strong relationships between 
students’ socioeconomic status (SES; or schools’ complexions in terms of poverty density) and 
student achievement, beginning with the aforementioned Coleman report (Coleman et al., 1966) 
and extending to contemporary research. Reardon (2011), for instance, has shown that SES is a 
better predictor of student achievement than race or ethnicity. More disturbingly, he has found 
evidence of an achievement gap between those from high- and low-income families that is 
“roughly 30 to 40 percent larger among children born in 2001 than among those born twenty-five 
years ago” (Reardon, p. 1).  Related, strong connections have been made between the 
experience/incidence of poverty and student achievement. The U.S., given its notably high child 
poverty rates and relatively low rates of social support for those experiencing it (Darling-
Hammond, 2010), is probably set up to show particularly strong relationships between poverty 
and student achievement. In this study, while pursuing research question two with state-level 
student achievement as outcome variables, I included a proxy for student experience of poverty 
or relative poverty: the proportion of students in a state who are eligible for free or reduced price 
lunch. The other student makeup variable I include in this study, the proportion of students who 
are English Language Learners, is include because of the strong likelihood of connection 
between language acquisition and readiness for learning material, particularly in subject areas 
that heavily rely upon the English language (e.g., reading, which is one of the subject areas 
explored in this study; mathematics is the other).   
 Evidence also exists to support the importance of teacher quality and certain features of 
schooling policy and practice with respect to influencing student achievement (Darling-
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Hammond, 2010). One marker of teacher quality may be the level of education they have 
attained; in this study, therefore, a measure representing the proportion of teachers whose highest 
degree is a Bachelors is utilized. Also, teacher experience has been shown to influence student 
achievement (Darling-Hammond, 1999), so a state-level teacher experience measure was 
included in this study. Class size is a third factor that, on balance, appears to relate to student 
achievement, such that students in smaller classes tend to perform better, on average. Glass, 
Cahen, Smith, and Filby (1982) meta-analyzed more than 100 studies, establishing considerable 
benefits of smaller class sizes (Berliner & Glass, 2014). Also, analysis of student outcomes as 
part of Tennessee-funded Project STAR (Student Teacher Achievement Ratio) demonstrated 
clear benefits of smaller class sizes in the primary grades (Mosteller, 1995), including higher 
schools on standardized tests. More recently, Connecticut, among other states, has included 
among its policy reforms measures to reduce class size (especially in high-needs and urban 
districts), apparently to positive effect. Thereby, in the present study, a state-level indicator of 
pupil-teacher ratio is included as a potentially important systemic factor.  
 Finally, to investigate this study’s research question two, this study included the measures 
of funding effort and distribution as outcome variables. Earlier in this chapter, research into the 
relationship between funding and student achievement was reviewed.  
 
Conclusion 
 In this chapter, I reviewed literature regarding the influence of social makeup within 
jurisdictions upon political support for, and distribution of, spending on publicly-funded 
programs or systems. As such, I aimed to provide a foundation for the present study. First, I 
provided an overview of the manner in which public schools are funded in the United States, and 
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described significant diversity of funding effort and distribution across states. I also discussed the 
implications of public school funding in terms of educational quality; although still contested, the 
preponderance of evidence suggests that funding matters, and that its impacts may be greater for 
students of certain backgrounds. Next, I took up the question of why these differences in funding 
effort and distribution exist. Although little is known as yet, research into fractionalization and 
social makeup carried out in other areas may be productively applied to American PK-12 
education. I reviewed historical information and research findings regarding the influence of 
racial/ethnic and religious makeup upon social transfer spending, and contemplated potential 
implications as applied to education. I also presented rationale for inclusion of a small number of 
additional variables. Lastly, I provided a brief review of other factors that may relate to student 
achievement, setting the stage for this study’s analyses. By pursuing the research questions 
described in chapter one—in the manner suggested by the research reviewed in this chapter—the 
present study is aimed to fill a major research gap with respect to understanding the wide 
variability in funding practices across the United States. In the next chapter, I provide greater 
detail regarding the methodology that I employed.  
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Chapter Three 
Methodology 
 Across the United States, significant differences are evident regarding both the level and 
manner public schools are funded, yet precious little is known about factors that underlie or 
predict these differences. This study was intended to enhance our understanding of the PK-12 
funding landscape across the United States, specifically by assessing the ability of several social 
makeup measures to explain the variability of state-level funding support and distribution. This 
study represented an extension of prior work, occurring predominantly outside of education, 
suggesting that more fractionalized (fragmented) jurisdictions tend to be less generous respecting 
the provision of traditionally redistributive governmental social supports. As well, it sought to 
extend separate findings suggesting the importance of other ethnic and religious measures of 
social makeup. In America, a remarkably diverse nation that has, unfortunately, evidenced 
historically complex and troubled relationships to certain groups (e.g., African Americans and 
Irish Catholics), such influences upon governmental policymaking are particularly likely. Also, 
the study assessed the relationships between state-level student social makeup, teacher/systemic, 
and funding factors and state-level student achievement. Lastly, in its discussion this study 
includes two state cases, describing their policy contexts and social makeups. This chapter 
provides the research questions and hypotheses for the study, the analytical approaches, the data 
sources, and a description of ethical considerations related to the study. 
 
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 This proposed study will address two broad research questions. The first question 
pertains to the prediction of public school funding level and distribution on the basis of social 
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makeup. The second question pertains to the prediction of state-level student achievement 
outcomes on the basis of state level student, teacher/systemic, and funding factors. 
1. What is the relationship between markers of diversity or fractionalization in American 
states and 
a. The public school funding effort in these states? 
b. The public school funding distribution in these states? 
With respect to research question one, I expected that public school funding effort would 
relate significantly and negatively to ethnic and religious fractionalization, and to the proportion 
of African Americans and Hispanic Americans in a state. I also expected to find lower public 
school funding effort in states that contain larger Roman Catholic and Evangelical Christian 
population shares, in states that are more politically liberal, and in states in which a larger 
proportion of the populace self-identifies as “very religious.” Conversely, I did not expect school 
funding distribution to relate significantly or meaningfully to measures of social makeup. I based 
this expectation on a prima facie analysis in which I failed to identify any obvious patterns to the 
funding distribution data. Moreover, I noted instances in which adjacent states (e.g., Minnesota 
and Wisconsin) showed widely disparate patterns of distribution. I also included a measure of 
school funding litigation success (per state), to assess its ability to predict funding distribution. I 
expect that it will; if so, the implication would be that school funding litigation can make a 
difference. I also expect that school funding distribution will relate closely to the overall 
economic inequity (measured by the Gini coefficient) in a state. 
My second research question is as follows: 
2. To what extent can state-level student achievement be predicted from state-level student 
social makeup factors, teacher/systemic factors, and/or funding factors? 
 
 Two student social makeup factors, the percent of students eligible for free or reduced 
price lunch, and the percent of students who are English Language Learners, were included. 
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Three teacher/systemic factors are included: the percentage of teachers whose highest degree is a 
bachelors; the average pupil to teacher ratio; and the percentage of teachers who have less than 
three years of experience. Funding distribution and funding effort represented the funding 
variables. The outcome variables, evaluated separately, are state-level mean eighth grade NAEP 
(2009) performance in reading and mathematics. Eighth grade performance is examined instead 
of fourth grade because, I reasoned, eighth grade students have generally spent more years in the 
system and have therefore may have been cumulatively more affected (relative to fourth graders) 
as a result of the way in which their schooling experience has been funded or structured.6 The 
variables were entered as blocks, allowing the evaluation of their separate and combined 
relationship to the outcomes. Based upon prior findings suggesting that student demographics 
significantly relate to student achievement outcomes, I expected that state-level NAEP outcomes 
would relate to the student social makeup measures. I also expected to see significant, albeit less 
strong, relationships between at least one teacher/systemic measure, at least one funding 
measure, and the student achievement outcomes. If these predictions were to be met, they would 
carry significant public policy implications. In any case, precious few cross-national studies have 
been conducted; most often, analyses of input-achievement relations have been conducted within 
single states. 
 
Analytical Approach  
 In this quantitative study, I relied upon existing data to assess the relationships between 
measures of state-level independent measures of social makeup and state-level outcome 
measures of school funding (effort and distribution). I aimed to identify and utilize data as close 
                                                            
6Eleventh grade NAEP means were also available, but these data may suffer from issues associated with lower 
participation and/or the failure to assess students who had dropped out of high school by the time that tests were 
administered. 
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as possible to fiscal year 2010 (or, school year 2009-10), although in some cases this was not 
possible. In this study, all measures derived from data sources in years 2007-2011. I also 
assessed the ability of school funding and other factors to predict state-level student achievement 
in reading and math. Primarily, I relied on regression, or regression-based, analyses to assess 
linear or quadratic relations among variables. I also generated and examined visual displays of 
bivariate relationships. Lastly, I presented two concise state cases, considering their fit within the 
study’s statistical findings. In this section, I provide detail regarding my planned analytical 
approach. 
 Compilation and calculation of data. First, I compiled and/or calculated (as needed) 
values for all variables, making use of secondary sources to obtain all data. All variables are 
described in Appendix A (Definition of Terms), and data sources and calculation notes are 
detailed in Appendix C (Data Sources and Notes, Per Measure). Three measures required 
calculation as part of the present study. State-level religious and ethnic/racial fractionalization 
were separately calculated using following formula, first described in chapter two: 
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐽 = 1 −  �𝑠2𝑖𝑖𝑁
𝑖=1
 
 
where 𝑠𝑖𝑖 is the share of the group i (i = 1…N) in state j. 
 
 For religious fractionalization, values were obtained from the 16 religious affiliations that 
were reported (e.g., Mainline Protestant, Jewish, Unaffiliated) as part of the Pew Forum’s 
Religious Landscape Survey (2008), based upon 2007 sampling. For ethnic/racial 
fractionalization, values were obtained from reported 2010-11 public school student membership 
data, reported by ethnicity/race (percentages), per state, from an IES/NCES report (Keaton, 
2010) containing 2010-11 public school student membership data.  
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 Lastly, school funding effort was computed. Two formulas were considered, as detailed 
in the first part of chapter 4 (results). The following formula was selected for inferential 
analyses: 
 PK-12 Funding Effort = (State and Local Revenues / Average Daily Attendance) 
                                                Per Capita Personal Income 
 All data required to make calculations, from school year 2009-10, were accessible from 
Snyder and Dillow (2010). 
 Generation of descriptive statistics and associated visual displays. Next, I generated 
descriptive statistics regarding all independent, control, and dependent variables. I particularly 
attended to the distribution and central tendency of the data. I also performed diagnostics with 
respect to each measure’s ability to meet regression model assumptions. If assumptions were 
violated, I would have explored alternative analytical approaches that best fit the observed 
patterns of data. As well, I generated correlation matrices and reported the relations between all 
independent (and control) variables. Specifically, I assessed whether redundancies were 
present—manifested by strong correlations among variables—and accordingly made decisions 
regarding variables to select or discard for subsequent analyses. I reported and described the 
results, including decisions regarding analyses to be performed.  
 I also provided additional detail regarding the distribution and central tendency of the 
outcome measures (funding effort and distribution; and eighth grade state-level average student 
achievement, NAEP reading and mathematics) and assessed the simple relationship between 
funding effort and funding distribution. 
 Assessing research question one. Next, research question one was addressed. Each 
subpart of question one concerns the relations between social makeup and school funding 
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outcomes. Initially, I assessed bivariate relations without the inclusion of control variables; 
subsequently, I performed analyses with a small set of control variables included. While 
pursuing the former approach, I graphed and inspected scatterplots of the relationships, 
examining any outliers or assessing evidence of non-linear relations. It was deemed important, 
first, to assess the fractionalization measures independently in relationship to the funding 
outcome measures, so as to unambiguously sense their contributions. Subsequently, if significant 
relations were found in bivariate analyses, I employed hierarchical multiple linear regression, 
including non-redundant significant predictors and a set of control variables in a set of three 
blocks, as follows: In the first block, I included a set of four control variables and assessed their 
relationship with funding outcomes. In the next block, I will add the independent variable(s). 
Entering models in this sequence allows one to obtain a good deal of information. It is possible 
to (a) evaluate the explained variation in the outcome variable as control measures are included, 
and evaluate their significance as predictors, (b) evaluate whether explained variation improved 
significantly as the independent variable(s) were added, (c) evaluate whether the second step 
significantly improved over the first, and (d) comment on the pattern of significance of 
individual factors in both models. Most generally, the approaches taken reflected an effort to 
identify the strongest predictors of PK-12 funding outcomes. 
 Assessing research question two. Next, I pursued research questions two, employing 
hierarchical multiple linear regression in three blocks/models. In the first model, two state level 
student social makeup measures were included (the percent of students eligible for free and 
reduced lunch, and the percent who are English Language Learners). In the second model, three 
teacher/systemic measures were added (the percent of teachers whose highest degree is a 
bachelors, and the average pupil to teacher ratio). In the third and final model, two funding 
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measures are added as well (funding effort and funding distribution). Thereby, it was be possible 
to evaluate, first, if there was any increase in explained variation in outcome as blocks of 
variables were added to the first model, which included student demographic factors only. Next, 
as the analysis shifted from the first model to model 2 (that included student and 
teacher/systemic factors), I evaluated whether explained variation improved significantly. 
Moving from model two to model three, it also was possible to evaluate the significance of any 
change to explained variation.  Also, these analyses enabled me to comment on the pattern of 
significance of factors included in the three models. For example, if some factors that were not 
significant in model one later became significant in model(s) 2 and/or 3, it is possible to 
elaborate on possible reasons for the change. 
 State “case examples” or larger patterns. In order to better contextualize emerging 
findings, I described the situations of two states that either reflected and/or departed from them, 
and I described other patterns that emerge from the data. I described current public funding 
practices and pertinent history, as well as the past and present social makeup of the states. 
 
Ethical Considerations and Validity 
 In this study, I relied upon public, aggregated data and did not interact with human 
subjects. Thus, the study carried no risk to individuals and was not an instance of human subjects 
research. When state “case examples” were provided, they were employed simply to illustrate 
current systems and historical contexts of pertinence to the research questions. From an ethical 
point of view, therefore, this study is on solid footing. 
 The validity of this study was enhanced by its connections to prior research and its 
theoretical grounding regarding fractionalization. The general approaches taken in this study 
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have been exercised by many researchers, although the extension into PK-12 education is largely 
unique. Still, variables were carefully chosen to reflect prior findings and analytical approaches. 
Conversely, the strength of the study is threatened somewhat by the possibility that states vary at 
smaller levels than was analyzed here. For instance, it is possible that two states with 
approximately equal racial fractionalization values differ markedly in terms of the social contact 
among racial groups at smaller levels (i.e., reflecting more or less segregated patterns of living). 
If true, results could be biased toward misestimating the importance of the variable under study.  
 
Summary 
 This chapter described the methodology for this study of United States’ PK-12 public 
school funding and distribution in relationship to several measures of social makeup. The study 
primarily utilized quantitative methodologies to address both research questions. As well, two 
state cases, it was explained, would be presented to add context to emerging findings. 
 This study is significant because it is well known that states vary considerably along 
dimensions of public school funding effort and distribution (equity)—with very likely 
implications to schooling quality—but precious has been gleaned regarding why these 
differences exist. In this study, I borrowed from an emerging literature and aimed to test and 
extend findings into the realm of public education finance. Better understandings, I expect, will 
assist policymakers and citizens who wish to accurately identify and solve pressing educational 
issues, and who wish to ensure that all students are provided equitable opportunities to learn. 
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Chapter Four 
Results 
 This chapter presents the results of the statistical analyses outlined in Chapter Three, 
organized by research question. For research question one, it is further subdivided according to 
the outcome variable (funding effort and funding distribution). With respect to funding effort, 
preliminary efforts to select a measure are described as well. 
 
Research Question 1a: What Is the Relationship Between Markers of Social Makeup or 
Fractionalization in American States and the Public School Funding Effort in These States? 
 
Selection of funding effort measure. The first task was to select a reliable funding effort 
measure for inferential analyses. Two possibilities, represented by the formulas below, were 
compared: 
PK-12 Funding Efforta = (State and Local Revenues / Average Daily Attendance) 
                                             Per Capita Personal Income 
 
PK-12 Funding Effortb = (State and Local Revenues / Estimated Age 5-17 Population) 
       Per Capita Personal Income 
 As can be discerned from the formulas, the distinction pertains to the use of Average 
Daily Attendance versus Estimated Age 5-17 Population (in italics for emphasis). Because not all 
individuals of typical primary and secondary school-attending age (e.g., age 5-17) enroll in 
public schools, presumably the first effort measure (which is based on attendance at public 
schools) will result in a higher estimate of funding effort.7 Indeed, for each state, the first effort 
measure was higher than the second, with minor but visible departures from the line shown in 
just a couple of states (Alaska and West Virginia). The age 5-17 population estimate is 
                                                            
7 Another implication is that states in which larger fractions of students are educated privately will appear to be more 
generous in their funding of public schools based on the first effort measure, because what revenue they generate 
will be divided by a smaller number of students. In this study, therefore, all multiple regression analyses to predict 
effort included a control variable representing the proportion of students attending private school.  
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substantially less precise, provided to the thousands. Nevertheless, the two effort measures 
strongly correlated, r = .98.8 Both measures were also found to be approximately normally 
distributed. Thus, it was considered prudent to select one effort measure for inferential analyses. 
To further support the selection, a correlation matrix—including each effort measure as well as 
each independent variable representing social makeup—was generated, showing the strength of 
linear relationship between variables (see Tables 1 and 2). In nearly all instances, the first effort 
measure correlated more strongly with these variables than did the second effort measure. An 
exception was found with ethnic/racial fractionalization, so inferential analyses including this 
measure were adjusted accordingly. In all other instances, only the first measure of effort, which 
incorporates Average Daily Attendance, was selected for subsequent analyses. Each state’s 
school funding effort (ADA), categorized as low (N = 16), medium (N = 17), or high (N = 17), is 
depicted in Figure 3. Each state’s estimated funding effort and associated state rank, using the 
ADA measure, is included in Table 1; in Appendices C-F, values and ranks (where applicable) 
are provided for all independent, control, and outcome measures applied in this section.  
                                                            
8 Both measures were also assessed in terms of their association with the funding distribution outcome. In both 
cases, the correlation coefficient was approximately zero (r = -.01 and r = .03). 
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Figure 3. U.S. map depicting school funding effort values, by state (3 levels). 
 
Table 1 
 
Correlations Among Predictor and Prospective Outcome Variables (Effort) 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Funding effort (ADA) --          
2. Funding effort (5-17) .98* --         
3.  Religious fractionalization .20 .15 --        
4.  Proportion Catholic .41* .35* .39* --       
5.  Proportion Evangelical. 
Protestant 
-.37* -.31* -.46* -.78* --      
6.  Most religious (Pew) -.53* -.51 -.56* -.65* .71* --     
7.  Average voter liberalism  .53* .48  .35*  .63* -.59* -.73* --    
8.  Ethnic/Racial 
fractionalization 
-.25 -.29*  .21  .05 .10 .13 .02 --   
9.  Proportion Black -.11 -.15 -.07 -.30* .41* .50* -.16 .13 --  
10. Proportion Hispanic -.25 -.24 .33*  .27 -.23 -.08 .38* .04 -.12 -- 
           
Note. n = 48 
*Correlation is significant at .05, two–tailed. 
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Table 2 
 
Correlations Among Control and Prospective Outcome Variables (Effort) 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Funding effort (ADA) --          
2. Funding effort (5-17) .98* --         
3. Household median income .31* .28 --        
4. Proportion foreign born -.06 -.09* .49* --       
5. Proportion under 18 -.47* -.42* -.08 .00 --      
6. Proportion attend private .30* .15 .31* .24 .44* --     
           
Note. n = 48 
*Correlation is significant at .05, two–tailed. 
Table 3 
State Values and Associated State Rank for Funding Effort Outcome Variable 
State 
State value, school 
funding effort 
outcome measure 
State rank, school 
funding outcome 
measure 
Alabama 0.2405 36 
Alaska 0.3417 4 
Arizona 0.2246 42 
Arkansas 0.2790 22 
California 0.2107 48 
Colorado 0.2317 39 
Connecticut 0.2892 19 
Delaware 0.3132 12 
Florida 0.2164 43 
Georgia 0.2638 27 
Hawaii 0.2958 16 
Idaho 0.2018 50 
Illinois 0.2799 21 
Indiana 0.3405 5 
Iowa 0.2575 33 
Kansas 0.2649 26 
Kentucky 0.2594 29 
Louisiana 0.2591 30 
Maine 0.3354 6 
Maryland 0.2985 14 
Massachusetts 0.2941 17 
Michigan 0.2972 15 
Minnesota 0.2616 28 
Mississippi 0.2303 40 
Missouri 0.2586 31 
Montana 0.2781 23 
Nebraska 0.2768 24 
 
(continued) 
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Table 3 (continued) 
 
State 
State value, school 
funding effort 
outcome measure 
State rank, school 
funding outcome 
measure 
Nevada 0.2569 34 
New Hampshire 0.2837 20 
New Jersey 0.3329 7 
New Mexico 0.2697 25 
New York 0.3829 3 
North Carolina 0.2156 45 
North Dakota 0.2423 35 
Ohio 0.3199 11 
Oklahoma 0.2029 49 
Oregon 0.2576 32 
Pennsylvania 0.3256 9 
Rhode Island 0.3286 8 
South Carolina 0.2897 18 
South Dakota 0.2138 46 
Tennessee 0.2159 44 
Texas 0.2279 41 
Utah 0.2126 47 
Vermont 0.4029 1 
Virginia 0.2395 37 
Washington 0.2394 38 
West Virginia 0.3221 10 
Wisconsin 0.2998 13 
Wyoming 0.3962 2 
Note. A ranking of 1 reflects the highest state-level funding effort, and a ranking of 50 reflects the lowest. 
Religious makeup, citizen ideology, and funding effort. School funding efforta (M = 
0.28, SD = 0.05) ranged from 0.21 (Idaho) to 0.40 (Vermont), calculated as described previously. 
Because the measure incorporates per capita personal income, higher values should reflect 
greater effort to support public education on the part of state taxpayers. The distribution of the 
funding effort measure was found to be approximately normal (Figure 4), thereby satisfying the 
normality assumption underlying linear regression analyses. Descriptive statistics for all 
predictor, control, and outcome variables incorporated in this section are presented in Table 4.   
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Figure 4. Histogram for school funding effort measure. 
Table 4 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Predictor and Control Variables and Outcome Variable, Funding 
Effort 
 
  Min Max M SD 
Predictor Variables         
      Religious Fractionalization 0.62 0.84 0.77 0.05 
      Proportion Catholic .05 .43 .23 .10 
      Proportion Evangelical Protestant .07 .53 .26 .13 
      Proportion Very Religious .19 .58 .40 .09 
      Average Voter Liberalism 21.23 86.25 54.95 15.89 
Control Variables     
      Household Median Income 36,646 69,272 50,178 8,316 
      Proportion Foreign Born .01 .27 .09 .06 
      Proportion Under 18 .21 .32 .24 .02 
      Proportion Attending Private Schooling .03 .18 .10 .04 
Outcome Variable     
      PK-12 Funding Effort 0.20 0.40 0.28 0.05 
Note. n = 48. 
 Religious fractionalization and funding effort. Religious fractionalization is a measure 
of the extent of diversity in a state and can take values from 0 (no fractionalization) to 1 
(maximum fractionalization). Values were calculated for all states but Alaska and Hawaii, using 
the Pew Forum’s Religious Landscape Survey (2008). Reflective of the United States’ uniquely 
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considerable religious diversity, values ranged from a minimum of .62 (Oklahoma) to a 
maximum of .84 (Maryland), M = .77, SD = .05.  
 In the first model, standardized school funding effort served as the dependent variable, 
with religious fractionalization as the lone predictor. Religious fractionalization did not reach 
significance as a predictor of effort, b = -3.31, t(46) = 1.41, p = .165, R2 = .04.  
 Proportion Catholic and funding effort. The proportion of individuals identifying as 
Catholic also was used as a predictor of effort. States varied on this measure (M = .23, SD = .10) 
from a low of .05 (Arkansas) to a high of .43 (Massachusetts). As predicted, the proportion of 
Catholics in a state significantly and positively predicted school funding effort, b = 4.01, t(46) = 
3.03, p = .004. The proportion of Catholics explained 16.7% of the variation in school funding 
effort. For each 10% increase in the proportion of Catholics in a state, funding effort increased 
by about 0.40 standard deviations. A scatterplot of the relationship is presented in Figure 5. A 
follow up multiple regression model—which included as a control variable the proportion of 
students in a state who are receiving private education—was conducted, and the proportion of 
Catholics in a state remained a significant positive predictor of effort, b = .153, t(45) = 2.208, 
p = .048, and this model accounting for 19.3% of its variation. 
67 
 
Figure 5. Bivariate relationship between the proportion of Catholics in a state and funding effort. 
Proportion Evangelical Protestant and funding effort. States varied in the proportion of 
individuals identifying as Evangelical Protestant (M = .26, SD = .13), from a low of .07 (Utah) to 
a high of .53 (Arkansas). As predicted, this variable significantly and negatively predicted 
standardized school funding effort, b = -2.91, t(46) = -2.68, p = .01, R2 = .135. Thus, states with 
greater proportions of Evangelical Protestants tend to show lower funding effort, although the 
relationship between these variables was not especially strong. For each 10% increase in the 
proportion of Evangelical Protestants in a state, funding effort decreased by about 0.27 standard 
deviations. The relationship is presented in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Bivariate relationship between the proportion of Evangelical Protestants and funding 
effort. 
 
Proportion identifying as “very religious” and funding effort. Individuals’ responses, by 
state, to a 2011 Gallup Daily Tracking survey item regarding the extent of their religiosity 
(Newport, 2012), were examined as a predictor of standardized school funding effort. On 
average, 40% of respondents (SD = .09) within a state identified as “very religious,” ranging 
from 19.0% (Vermont) to 58.4% (Mississippi). As predicted, states with greater proportions of 
very religious individuals showed significantly less funding effort, b = -5.81, t(48) = -4.34, 
p < .001, R2 = .282. For each 10% increase in the proportion of very religious individuals in a 
state, the funding effort decreased by about 0.58 standard deviations. The relationship is 
presented in Figure 7.  
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Figure 7. The proportion of individuals self-identifying as very religious and funding effort. 
Religious viewpoints and voter ideology tend to be significantly intertwined, perhaps 
especially in the United States (Wald & Calhoun-Brown, 2014). Indeed, a measure of average 
voter liberalism, computed following Berry et al. (1998), correlates at -0.73 to the proportion 
very religious measure. Also, the measure of average voter liberalism (M = 21.22, SD = 15.89) 
related strongly and negatively to school funding effort, R2 = .282, F(1, 48) = 18.87, p < .001. As 
predicted, states with greater voter liberalism showed significantly greater effort, b = .033, t(48) 
= 4.34, p < .001. This relationship is presented in Figure 8. Although the very religious measure 
was the strongest of the religious measures tested, its usefulness as a predictor is perhaps 
marginally exceeded by a closely related measure of voter ideology. Due to statistical issues 
related to multicollinearity between these two variables, I selected one (the voter ideology 
measure) chosen for multiple linear regression, along with a set of control variables. 
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Figure 8. Average voter liberalism and funding effort. 
Multiple linear regression: Religious makeup and funding effort with controls. 
Hierarchical ordinary least squares multiple linear regression was utilized in the following 
sequence. In the first step, a set of four control variables was entered and their relationship to 
PK-12 school funding effort was assessed. In the second step, these variables were entered along 
with average voter ideology as a predictor. Applying this method allowed for the estimation of 
the proportion of variation in funding effort that is attributable to the control variables, 
proportion of variation attributable to the combination of control variable and the predictor, and 
an evaluation of the significance of change in proportion of explained variation between the two 
multiple regression models. Four control variables were used: household median income (M = 
$50,178, SD = $8,316), the proportion of the state population that is foreign born (M = .08, SD = 
.06), the proportion of the state population that is under 18 years of age (M = .24; SD = .02), and 
the proportion of students that enroll in private PK-12 education (M = .10, SD = .04). 
In the first model, 34.1% of the variance in effort was accounted for by the four control 
variables, R2 = .341, F(4, 45) = 5.830, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .283. Next, when the measure of 
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citizen ideology was added, 40.8% of variance in effort was explained, R2 = 0.408, F(5, 44) = 
6.077, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .341. Also, the change in F from step one to step two was 
significant, p = .031. Therefore, the second model, which is represented as follows, was selected: 
𝑃𝑃12 𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝑖𝐹𝐹 𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓j =
∝  + 𝛽(𝑣𝑓𝑓𝑣𝑓 𝑙𝑖𝑙𝑣𝑓𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑠𝑙)j  +  ɤ1(𝐻𝑓𝐹𝑠𝑣ℎ𝑓𝑙𝐹 𝑀𝑣𝐹𝑖𝑙𝐹 𝐼𝐹𝐼𝑓𝑙𝑣)j  +  ɤ2(𝑃𝑓𝑓𝑃𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑓𝐹 𝐹𝑓𝑓𝑣𝑖𝐹𝐹 𝐵𝑓𝑓𝐹)j+  ɤ3(𝑃𝑓𝑓𝑃𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑓𝐹 < 18)j   +  ɤ4(𝑃𝑓𝑓𝑃𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑓𝐹 𝑃𝑓𝑖𝑣𝑙𝑓𝑣 𝐸𝐹𝐹𝐼𝑙𝑓𝑖𝑓𝐹)j  
Where j = 1, 2...48 (state) 
 Model statistics are presented in Table 5. With all control variables included, b (voter 
liberalism) = 0.03 (SE = .01), indicating that effort increased significantly as average voter 
liberalism increased, even after including control variables were included, p = .03. 
Table 5 
 
Hierarchical Linear Multiple Regression Model Predicting PK-12 Funding Effort from Social 
Makeup Control Variables and Average Voter Liberalism 
 
     95% CI 
Predictor b SE(b) t p Lower Upper 
Model 1 (Control Variables)       
Control Variables             
      Household Median Income ~0 0.00 2.67 .010 0.00 0.00 
      Proportion Foreign Born -4.33 2.31 -1.86 .067 -8.98 0.32 
      Proportion Under 18 -21.14 7.10 -2.98 .005 -35.43 -6.85 
      Proportion Private School 1.98 3.99 0.50 .622 -6.06 10.03 
 
Model 2 (Control Variables and Predictor) 
Control Variables 
            
      Household Median Income ~0 0.00 1.60 .118 0.00 0.00 
      Percent Foreign Born -5.86 0.12 -2.53 .015 -10.53 -1.19 
      Proportion Under 18 -8.28 -0.41 -0.93 .358 -26.23 9.67 
      Proportion Private School 0.57 0.03 0.15 .884 -7.25 9.67 
Predictor Variable 
      Average Voter Liberalism 
 
0.03 0.00 2.24 .031 0.00 0.05 
 
 Ethnic/Racial fractionalization and funding effort. States varied in the extent of their 
ethnic/racial fractionalization. I calculated this measure based upon state-level student 
demographics, M = .50, SD = .15; values ranged from a low of .14 (Maine) to a high of .73 
72 
(Hawaii). In a simple regression model, school funding effort served as the dependent variable, 
with ethnic/racial fractionalization as the lone predictor. Ethnic/racial fractionalization did not 
reach significance as a predictor of standardized effort, b = -1.62, t(48) = -1.78, p = .082, R2 = 
0.062. However, when the proportion of students attending private schools was included with 
ethnic/racial fractionalization as multiple predictors of effort, both measures were individually 
significant as well as the overall model, F = 5.86, p < .01, R2 = 0.199.9 Holding the proportion of 
students attending private school constant, an increase in ethnic/racial fractionalization was 
associated with decreased effort, b = -2.18, t(47) = -2.49, p = .016. Holding the proportion 
private measure constant, a 10% increase in ethnic fractionalization was associated with a 0.22 
unit decrease in funding effort. Conversely, an increase in the proportion of students attending 
private schools was associated with increased effort, b = 10.64, t(47) = 2.84, p < .01, holding 
ethnic/racial fractionalization constant. 
 Proportion African American students and funding effort. In a simple regression 
model, states’ proportions of African Americans (M = 0.10, SD = 0.1) were regressed against the 
measure of school funding effort. The proportion of African American students did not reach 
significance as a predictor of standardized effort, b = -1.11, t(48) = -0.74, p = .462, R2 = 0.011. 
 Proportion Hispanic students and funding effort. In a simple regression, states’ 
proportions of Hispanic students were regressed against the school funding effort measure. The 
proportion of Hispanic students did not reach significance as a predictor of standardized effort, 
b = -2.54, t(48) = -1.81, p = .076, R2 = 0.064. The relationship is presented in Figure 9. 
                                                            
9 The fact that ethnic/racial fractionalization was more highly correlated with the second measure of effort (Table 1) 
than the first measure provided an indication that the proportion of students attending private school (which is 
intrinsically part of the second measure of effort but not the first) may be an important variable. Therefore, it was 
included in the follow-up, multiple regression analysis as reported above. 
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Figure 9. The proportion of Hispanic students and funding effort. 
 Multiple linear regression to predict school funding effort from ethnic/racial makeup. 
Because no individual ethnic/racial variables were significantly predictive of funding effort, no 
multiple regression models were pursued. 
Incidence of child poverty and school funding effort. In a simple regression, states’ 
incidence of child poverty (the per-state proportion of 5-17 year olds experiencing poverty) was 
examined as a predictor of standardized school funding effort. The relationship was negative and 
significant, b = -7.86, t(48) = -2.637, p = .011, R2 = 0.127. For each 10% increase in the 
proportion of children aged 5-17 experiencing poverty in a state, the funding effort decreased by 
about 0.79 standard deviations. 
 
Research Question 1b: What Is the Relationship Between Markers of Social Makeup or 
Fractionalization in American States and the Public School Funding Distribution in These 
States? 
 
 All models of funding distribution made use of the high-low measure that was derived 
and reported by Baker et al. (2010). School funding distribution (M = 1.01, SD = 0.17) ranged 
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from 0.64 (New Hampshire) to 1.51 (Utah). This measure appears to be approximately normally 
distributed, thus satisfying the normality assumption underlying subsequent linear regression 
analyses (Figure 10). Descriptive statistics for all predictor, control, and outcome variables 
reported as part of this section are presented in Table 6. Each state’s funding distribution value 
(Baker et al., 2010) and associated state rank is included in Table 7. Figure 11 depicts each 
state’s funding distribution, categorized as low (N = 16), medium (N = 17), or high (N = 17). 
Low values represent more regressive funding systems, and high values represent more 
progressive funding systems. A complete set of values and ranks for all variables reported in this 
section is available in Appendices C-F. 
 
Figure 10. Histogram for school funding distribution measure. 
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Table 6 
Descriptive Statistics for Predictors and Outcome Variable, Funding Distribution 
 
Variable Min Max M SD 
Predictor Variables     
Religious fractionalization .62 .84 .77 .05 
Proportion African American  .00 .37 .10 .09 
Control Variables     
Proportion attending private school .03 .18 .10 .04 
Per capita household income 30,841 55,427 38,833 5,644 
Gini Coefficient  .42 .50 .45 .02 
State litigation success (dummy)   0   1 .58   
Proportion completed high school 
 
.67 .86 .77 .04 
Note. n = 48. In 29 states, litigation success challenging the equity or adequacy of funding has 
been achieved (coded as 1). In 21 states, it has not (coded as 0). 
 
Table 7 
State Values and Associated State Rank for Funding Distribution Outcome Variable 
State 
State Value, School 
Funding 
Distribution 
Outcome Measure 
State Rank, School 
Funding 
Distribution 
Outcome Measure 
Alabama 0.89 35 
Alaska -- -- 
Arizona 1.04 16 
Arkansas 1.04 16 
California 1.03 18 
Colorado 0.92 31 
Connecticut 1.14 9 
Delaware 0.89 35 
Florida 0.91 33 
Georgia 1.03 18 
Hawaii -- -- 
Idaho 0.88 38 
Illinois 0.78 46 
Indiana 1.17 7 
Iowa 1.05 15 
Kansas 0.92 31 
Kentucky 1.03 18 
Louisiana 0.91 33 
Maine 0.85 40 
Maryland 0.89 35 
Massachusetts 1.19 6 
Michigan 0.93 29 
Minnesota 1.38 3 
 
(continued) 
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Table 7 (continued) 
 
State 
State Value, School 
Funding 
Distribution 
Outcome Measure 
State Rank, School 
Funding 
Distribution 
Outcome Measure 
Mississippi 0.96 26 
Missouri 0.88 38 
Montana 1.17 7 
Nebraska 0.99 24 
Nevada 0.74 47 
New Hampshire 0.64 48 
New Jersey 1.40 2 
New Mexico 1.14 9 
New York 0.82 44 
North Carolina 0.84 41 
North Dakota 0.82 44 
Ohio 1.31 4 
Oklahoma 1.07 14 
Oregon 1.09 12 
Pennsylvania 0.84 41 
Rhode Island 1.02 21 
South Carolina 1.02 21 
South Dakota 1.26 5 
Tennessee 1.12 11 
Texas 0.93 29 
Utah 1.51 1 
Vermont 0.97 25 
Virginia 0.84 41 
Washington 0.96 26 
West Virginia 1.00 23 
Wisconsin 0.96 26 
Wyoming 1.08 13 
Note. A ranking of 1 reflects the most progressively distributed 
funding system, and 48 reflects the most regressively distributed 
funding system, based on the Baker et al. (2010) measure.  
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Figure 11. U.S. map depicting funding distribution values, by state (3 levels). 
 Religious makeup, citizen ideology, and funding distribution. A correlation matrix 
was generated to assess the linear relationship between funding distribution and numerous 
measures religious makeup or citizen ideology. The matrix is presented in Table 8. Only the 
relationship between religious fractionalization and funding distribution (r = -.37) was of 
sufficient strength to warrant closer scrutiny. The relationship between these variables was 
statistically significant, b = -7.78, t(46) = -2,70, p = .010, R2 = .14. In this model, an increase of 
one standard deviation in religious fractionalization decreases the progressivity of standardized 
funding distribution by 0.78 standard deviations. A scatterplot of the relations is presented in 
Figure 12. A U.S. map showing religious fractionalization values, categorized as low, middle, 
and high (16 states each), is shown in Figure 13. 
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Table 8 
  
Correlations among Predictor, Outcome, and Control Variables 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Funding distribution --          
2. Religious fractionalization -.37* --         
3. Proportion Catholic .01 .39* --        
4. Proportion Evangelical 
Protestant 
-.04 -.46* -.78* --       
5. Average voter liberalism -.08 .35* .63* -.59* --      
6. Proportion attending private 
school 
-.17 .24 .50* -.31 .51 --     
7. Per capita household income -.01 .28 .71* -.60* .53* .41* --    
8. Gini coefficient -.10 -.07 .15 .20 .17 .29 .15 --   
9. State litigation success .04 .05 -.08 .12 .06 -.18 .05 .13 --  
10. Proportion completed high 
school 
.14 -.14 .27 -.38* .36* .28 .38* -.46* -.14 -- 
           
Note. n = 48 
*Correlation is significant at .05, two–tailed. 
 
 
Figure 12. Religious fractionalization and school funding distribution. 
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Figure 13. U.S. map depicting religious fractionalization values, by state (3 levels). 
Multiple linear regression: Religious makeup and funding distribution with 
controls. Hierarchical ordinary least squares multiple linear regression was utilized in the 
following sequence. In the first step, a set of five control variables was entered and their 
relationship to PK-12 funding distribution was assessed. In the second step, these variables were 
entered along with religious fractionalization as a predictor. Applying this method allowed for 
the estimation of the proportion of variation in funding distribution that is attributable to the 
control variables, the proportion that is attributable to the combination of the control variables 
and the predictor, and an evaluation of the significance of change in the proportion of variation 
between the two multiple regression models.  
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 Five control variables were used: the proportion of students who enroll in private 
education (M = .10, SD = .04) , per capita personal income (M = $38,686, SD = $5,707); Gini 
coefficient (M = .45, SD = .02), state funding litigation success dummy variable (29 states coded 
as 1 for yes; 21 coded as 0 for no), and the percentage of 18-24 year olds completing high school 
(M = .77, SD = .04). 
 In the first model, just 6.8% of the variance in funding progressivity (distribution) was 
accounted for by the five control variables, R2 = .068, F(5, 42) = 0.61, p = .69, adjusted R2 = 0. 
Therefore, the set of identified control variables was not predictive of the measure of funding 
distribution. In the second model, with religious fractionalization added, 18.5% of the variance 
was explained, R2 = .185, F(6, 41) = 1.55, p = .19, adjusted R2 = .066. Religious fractionalization 
was significant by itself, b = -1.56, t = -2.42, p = .020, as was the change between model one and 
model 2 (F change = 5.87, p = .020), though the overall model was not significant. Model 
statistics are included in Table 9.  
Table 9 
 
Hierarchical Linear Multiple Regression Model Predicting PK-12 Funding Effort from Social 
Makeup Control Variables and Average Voter Liberalism 
 
     95% CI 
Predictor b SE(b) t p Lower Upper 
Model 1 (Control Variables)       
Control Variables             
Proportion attended private  school -1.23 0.93 -1.33 .192 -3.10  0.64 
Per capita personal income 0.00 0.00 -0.03 .980 0.00 0.00 
Gini Coefficient 0.81 2.02 0.40 .691 -3.28        4.90 
State litigation success 0.08 0.05 0.15 .886 -0.10 0.12 
Proportion age 18-24 completed high school 1.04 0.91 1.14 .260 -0.80 2.88 
Predictor Variable       
      Religious fractionalization 
 
-1.56 0.64 -2.42 .020 -2.86 -0.26 
 
 Race/ethnicity and funding distribution. Somewhat unexpectedly, the correlation 
matrix (Table 10) showed all relationships between race/ethnicity and the outcome variable to be 
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weak in nature. The strongest relationship was between the proportion of African Americans in a 
state and the funding distribution measure, r = -.21. Even in this case, though, the relationship 
between the variables was not significant, b = 1.04, t(46) = -1.44, p = .157. Scatterplots were also 
examined, and variable transformations pursued (e.g., the logarithm of independent variables and 
cube root of the outcome variable), before conceding that the funding distribution measure was 
loosely related to all variables of interest.  
Table 10 
 
Correlations among Predictor, Outcome, and Control Variables 
 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Funding distribution --          
2. Proportion Black -.21 --         
3. Proportion Hispanic .02 -.12* --        
4. Proportion White .10 -.39* -.65* --       
5. Ethnic/Racial 
fractionalization 
-.07 .48* .51* -.86 --      
6. Proportion attending 
private school 
-.17 .35* -.18 -.20 .23 --     
7. Per capita personal income -.01 -.10 .08 -.10 .21 .41* --    
8. Gini coefficient -.10 .54* .33* -.42* .46* .29 .15 --   
9. State litigation success .04 -.08 .11 .05 -.09 -.18 .05 .13 --  
10. Proportion completed high 
school 
.14 -.40* -.56* .46* -.45* .28 .38* -.46* -.14 -- 
           
Note. n = 48 
*Correlation is significant at .05, two–tailed. 
 
 Incidence of child poverty and funding distribution. In a simple regression, states’ 
incidence of child poverty (the per-state proportion of 5-17 year olds experiencing poverty) was 
examined as a predictor of school funding distribution. The relationship was non-significant, b = 
-0.214, t(46) = -0.377, p = .708, R2 = 0.003.  
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Research Question 2. To What Extent Can State-Level Student Achievement Be Predicted 
From State-Level Student Demographic Makeup Factors, Teacher/Systemic Factors, 
and/or Funding Factors? 
 
 To assess research question two, state-level eighth grade mean student achievement in 
reading and mathematics, respectively, served separately as outcome variables. Hierarchical 
linear regression was applied in both instances, with a three-stage entry method. First, two 
student demographic variables were included: the proportion of students who are eligible for free 
and reduced lunch, and the proportion of students who are English Language Learners. Next, 
three teacher and systemic variables were added: proportion of teachers whose highest degree 
was a bachelor’s, proportion of teachers with less than three years of experience, and average 
number of pupils per teacher. Finally, PK-12 funding effort and distribution measures10 were 
added. In this manner, the separate and combined contributions of student, systemic, and funding 
factors on measured state-level student achievement were evaluated.  
 Descriptive statistics for all variables included in these analyses are found in Table 11. 
Eighth grade (2009) NAEP Reading (M = 263.67, SD = 5.97) and eighth grade (2009) NAEP 
Math (M = 283.00, SD = 7.57) outcome variables were approximately normally distributed, as 
shown in Figures 14 and 15. 
                                                            
10 Initially, I also attempted to model three interactions: funding effort and distribution, funding effort and free and 
reduced lunch, and funding distribution and free and reduced lunch. However, unacceptable multicollinearities were 
produced so these interaction terms were removed in the final analysis. 
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Figure 14. Histogram of state average NAEP measure: Reading.  
 
Figure 15. Histogram of state average NAEP measure: Mathematics. 
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Table 11 
Descriptive Statistics for Predictors—Student, Teacher/Systemic, and Funding—and Outcome 
Variables, Eighth Grade Student Achievement 
Predictors n Min Max M SD 
Predictor Variables           
Student Predictors      
      Free/Reduced Price Lunch, Percent 50 23.5 70.50 45.07 9.81 
     English Language Learner, Percent 50 0.60 24.10 6.23 4.48 
Teacher/Systemic Predictors      
      Teachers, Highest Degree Bachelors, 
Percent 50 11.8 71.9 48.28 13.30 
      Pupil Teacher Ratio 50 10.6 22.9 15.16 2.59 
Funding Predictors      
      Funding Distribution 50 0.64 1.51 1.01 0.17 
      Funding Effort 50 0.20 0.40 0.28 0.05 
Outcome Variables      
      8th Grade Reading  NAEP 2009 50 251.31 273.59 263.67 5.97 
      8th Grade Math NAEP 2009 50 265.00 298.85 282.99 7.57 
 
Prediction of student achievement in eighth grade reading. Model one, which 
included two predictors (the proportion of students who are eligible for free and reduced lunch, 
and the proportion of students who are English Language Learners) and the reading achievement 
outcome variable, was highly significant, and represented as follows: 
𝐹𝑣𝑙𝐹𝑖𝐹𝐹 𝐹𝐼ℎ𝑖𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑙𝑣𝐹𝑓j= 288.62 −  0.47(𝐹𝑓𝑣𝑣 𝑓𝑓 𝐹𝑣𝐹𝐹𝐼𝑣𝐹𝑅𝐹𝐹𝐼ℎ)j 
−  0.26(𝐸𝐹𝐹𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ 𝑅𝑙𝐹𝐹𝑙𝐹𝐹𝑣 𝑅𝑣𝑙𝑓𝐹𝑣𝑓𝑠)j  
Where j = 1, 2...48 (state) 
In the first model, 71.2% of the variance in eighth grade reading achievement was 
accounted for by the four control variables, R2 = .712, F(2, 45) = 55.6, p < .001, adjusted 
R2 = .699. In this model, both predictors were significant: free or reduced price lunch, t = -9.59, 
p < .001, and English Language Learners, t = -2.40, p = .021. 
In the second model, three teacher/systemic predictors were added. The second model did 
not significantly improve on the first, p (F change) = .544, R2 = .726, F(5, 42) = 22.26, p < .001, 
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adjusted R2 = .693, and no added predictors were significant while the free or reduced price 
lunch predictor remained significant (Table 12).  
In the third model, school funding effort and distribution predictors were added. The third 
model significantly improved upon the second, p (F change) = .019, R2 = .776, F(7, 40) = 19.74, 
p < .001, adjusted R2 = .736. With this model, the free or reduced price lunch predictor remained 
significant, t = -9.442, p < .001. Also significant were pupil-teacher ratio, t = -2.06, p = .046 and 
the funding distribution variable, t = 2.77, p < .01. Funding effort did not reach significance, 
t =  -1.21, p = .233. After controlling for all other independent variables, an increase in 
progressive distribution was associated with an increase in average reading achievement. 
Conversely, holding all else constant, larger pupil-teacher ratios were associated with lower 
average reading achievement. In this model, one student, teacher, and funding predictor was 
significantly associated with the reading achievement outcome. Collinearity diagnostics were 
performed; no VIFs exceeded 10 (the highest value, for funding effort in model 3, was 2.13), 
suggesting that multicollinearity issues did not plague any of the models. 
Table 12 
 
Hierarchical Multiple Linear Regression Model Predicting 8th Grade Reading Achievement from 
Student Demographic, Teacher/Systemic, and Funding Predictors 
 
     95% CI 
Predictor b SE(b) t p Lower Upper 
Model 1 (Student Predictors)       
      Percent Free or Reduced Price Lunch -0.47 0.05 -9.56 .000 -0.56 -0.36 
      Percent English Language Learners 
 -0.26 0.11 -2.40 .021 -0.48 -0.04 
Model 2 (Student and Teacher/Systemic Predictors)             
      Percent Free or Reduced Price Lunch -0.45 0.05 -8.91 .000 -0.55 -0.35 
      Percent English Language Learners -0.18 0.12 -1.46 .152 -0.43 0.07 
      Highest Degree Bachelors, Teachers -0.03 0.04 -0.79 .436 -0.10 0.05 
      Pupil to Teacher Ratio -0.25 0.24 -1.05 .300 -0.74 0.23 
      Percent < 3 Years Teaching Experience,   
      Teachers 
 
-0.04 0.22 -0.15 .878 -0.49 0.42 
(continued) 
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Table 12 (continued) 
 
     95% CI 
Predictor b SE(b) t p Lower Upper 
Model 3 (Student, Teacher/ Systemic, and Funding 
Predictors)       
      Percent Free or Reduced Price Lunch -0.45 0.05 -9.44 .000 -0.55 -0.36 
      Percent English Language Learners -0.16 0.12 -1.39 .174 -0.39 0.07 
      Highest Degree Bachelors, Teachers -0.06 0.04 -1.42 .163 -0.14 0.02 
      Pupil to Teacher Ratio -0.51 0.25 -2.06 .046 -1.01 -0.01 
      Percent < 3 Years Teaching Experience,   
      Teachers -0.02 0.21 -0.09 .929 -0.45 0.41 
      School Funding Distribution 7.27 2.62 2.77 .008 1.97 12.58 
      School Funding Effort -15.75 13.00 -1.21 .233 -42.03 10.53 
 
Prediction of student achievement in eighth grade mathematics. Model one, which 
included two predictors (the proportion of students who are eligible for free and reduced lunch, 
and the proportion of students who are English Language Learners) and the math achievement 
outcome variable, was highly significant, and represented as follows: 
𝑀𝑙𝑓ℎ 𝐹𝐼ℎ𝑖𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑙𝑣𝐹𝑓j= 312.44 −  0.64(𝐹𝑓𝑣𝑣 𝑓𝑓 𝐹𝑣𝐹𝐹𝐼𝑣𝐹𝑅𝐹𝐹𝐼ℎ)j 
−  0.05(𝐸𝐹𝐹𝑙𝑖𝑠ℎ 𝑅𝑙𝐹𝐹𝑙𝐹𝐹𝑣 𝑅𝑣𝑙𝑓𝐹𝑣𝑓𝑠) j  
Where j = 1, 2...48 (state) 
In the first model, 70.8% of the variance in eighth grade mathematics achievement was 
accounted for by the four control variables, R2 = .708, F(2, 45) = 54.43, p < .001, adjusted 
R2 = .695. In this model, the free or reduced price lunch predictor was significant, t = -10.15, 
p < .001, while the English Language Learners predictor was not, t = -.339, p = .736. 
 In the second model, three teacher/systemic predictors were added. The second model did 
not significantly improve on the first, p (F change) = .678, R2 = .718, F(5, 42) = 21.367, 
p < .001, adjusted R2 = .684, and no added predictors were significant while the free or reduced 
price lunch predictor remained significant (Table 13). 
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 In the third model, school funding effort and distribution predictors were added. The third 
model did not significantly improve upon the second, p (F change) = .186, R2 = .741, F(7, 40) = 
16.310, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .695. With this model, the free or reduced price lunch predictor 
was significant and only the funding distribution variable approached significance, t = 1.73, 
p = 0.091, such that increases in state-level improvements in the progressivity of funding were 
associated loosely with improved state-level 8th grade NAEP math achievement. Thereby, I 
conclude, proxies for poverty most strongly predict students’ math achievement at a state level, 
and funding and other included measures did not appreciably alter the relationship, although 
funding distribution was marginally predictive. Collinearity diagnostics were performed on each 
model. No variance inflation factor (VIF) exceeded 10, with the highest observed value at 2.16 
(Pupil-Teacher Ratio, in model 3). Therefore, I conclude that any multicollinearity issues were 
minimal.  
Table 13 
 
Hierarchical Multiple Linear Regression Model Predicting 8th Grade Math Achievement from 
Student Demographic, Teacher/Systemic, and Funding Predictors 
 
      95% CI 
Predictor b SE(b) t p Lower Upper 
Model 1 (Student Predictors)       
      Percent Free or Reduced Price Lunch -0.64 0.06 -10.2 .000 -0.77 -0.51 
      Percent English Language Learners -0.05 0.14 -0.34 .736 -0.33 0.23 
Model 2 (Student and Teacher/Systemic Predictors)             
      Percent Free or Reduced Price Lunch -0.64 0.07 -9.67 .000 -0.77 -0.50 
      Percent English Language Learners 0.01 0.16 0.08 .939 -0.31 0.34 
      Highest Degree Bachelors, Teachers 0.03 0.05 0.71 .485 -0.06 0.13 
      Pupil to Teacher Ratio -0.26 0.31 -0.83 .409 -0.90 0.37 
      Percent < 3 Years Teaching Experience,  Teachers 0.03 0.29 0.09 .928 -0.56 0.62 
Model 3 (Student, Teacher/ Systemic, and Funding 
Predictors)       
      Percent Free or Reduced Price Lunch -0.64 0.07 -9.65 .000 -0.84 -0.84 
      Percent English Language Learners 0.03 0.16 0.19 .853 -0.29 0.35 
      Highest Degree Bachelors, Teachers 0.01 0.05 0.18 .861 -0.10 0.12 
      Pupil to Teacher Ratio -0.49 0.34 -1.43 .161 -1.18 0.20 
      Percent < 3 Years Teaching Experience,  Teachers 0.04 0.30 0.13 .898 -0.56 0.63 
      School Funding Distribution 6.29 3.63 1.73 .091 -1.04 13.63 
      School Funding Effort -14.27 17.98 -0.79 .432 -50.60 22.06 
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Conclusion 
 In this chapter, detailed results were presented according to the two research questions 
that were pursued. Certain findings aligned with expectations, whereas others did not. Generally, 
school funding effort was significantly predicted by numerous measures of social makeup, 
whereas the prediction school funding distribution was substantially more elusive. State-level 
student achievement was predictable as a function of state-level student social makeup factors 
for both subject areas, and was also predictable as a function of funding (distribution) and 
teacher/systemic factors in the area of reading. In the next chapter, study results are discussed 
within the context of prior research, and implications and recommendations are presented.   
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Chapter Five 
Summary, Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations 
 The study was designed to serve two main purposes. First, the study aimed to determine 
whether, and to what extent, certain features of U.S. states’ social makeups serve as predictors of 
state and local public school funding patterns. Included among the independent measures of 
social makeup were measures of fractionalization along racial/ethnic and religious dimensions. 
As such, the study is, in part, a test and extension of fractionalization theory as applied to U.S. 
PK-12 education funding. Prior work, occurring primarily outside the realm of education, 
suggests that more fractionalized jurisdictions tend to be less generous concerning the provision 
of certain governmental social supports. Secondly, the study included examination of the extent 
to which these funding factors, separately and in combination with state-level student and 
teacher/systemic factors, predict state-level student achievement outcomes. The school funding 
to student achievement relationship continues to attract public and legal attention. If school 
funding connects to student achievement (e.g., such that greater amounts of, or more equitably 
distributed, school funding predicts higher achievement) across the United States, the legal and 
ethical impetus to fund schools at higher levels or in more equitable fashions becomes still more 
clear. 
In Chapter One, two key dimensions of school funding—funding effort and funding 
distribution—were described and presented in historical context. In the United States, the 
funding of education remains, constitutionally, a responsibility of states (Crampton, 2007), and 
states have varied markedly regarding the extent to which they have seized versus passed this 
responsibility down to local levels. With respect to the funding, while wide differences across the 
United States are, and have been, observable on each of these dimensions, much less is known 
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about why different states have enacted such different policies and systems. Also, the 
relationship between these different strategies and student learning outcomes is unsettled. In this 
chapter, it was suggested that a body of literature surrounding the influence of social makeup 
upon social redistributive policy—including studies of nations’ or states’ ethnic/racial and 
religious fractionalization—might be assistive when applied to United States PK-12 school 
funding. A key part of the United States populace’s (and, indeed, the world’s) collective psyche 
has been to perceive the nation as a land of opportunity; however, in the face of vast and growing 
inequities and widely disparate state-level policies with respect to the governance and funding of 
bedrock institutions such as our public schools, it is argued, we should strive to better understand 
the underpinnings and consequences of actual constraints and limits to opportunity that may exist 
in actuality. 
The following research questions were presented:  
1. What is the relationship between markers of diversity or fractionalization in American 
states and 
a. The public school funding effort in these states? 
b. The public school funding distribution in these states? 
2. To what extent can state-level student achievement be predicted from state-level student 
demographic makeup factors, teacher/systemic factors, and/or funding factors? 
In this study, public education was viewed as a public good that can be examined in 
terms of its redistributive properties. These properties were operationalized as state-level 
measures of funding effort and funding distribution. In most research, funding is viewed as an 
input, and may be used to predict by itself or in combination with other variables to predict some 
outcome, such as student achievement. For research question two, I followed this approach. For 
research question one, however, the funding measures themselves were treated as dependent 
measures, and measures of social makeup were employed as predictors.  
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In Chapter Two, associated scholarly literature was reviewed. First, a historical 
presentation of public school funding in the United States was provided, including a review of 
the literature regarding the relationship between school funding and student achievement. It was 
concluded that although the relationship is still somewhat unsettled, the preponderance of 
evidence favors the interpretation that higher levels of school funding are associated with higher 
levels of achievement, and some groups (e.g., the poor) tend to be more often exposed, and more 
susceptible, to inadequate funding levels. Next, consideration was given as to why U.S. states’ 
public school funding policies and formulae differ so markedly. Potential explanations from 
numerous orientations—economic, political and institutional, and sociological—were presented 
in turn, and it was concluded that the latter, including the analysis of social makeup and 
population fractionalization, appears to hold the strongest potential.  
Next, several dimensions of social makeup were considered, both in terms of their 
historical relationships with public schooling in the United States, and (where possible) in terms 
of their relationship with the funding of other social programs, as established in separate 
research. First, race and ethnicity were discussed. Not only has public schooling in the United 
States been complicated by issues of race since the outset, but a body of research implicates 
racial makeup as an important marker related to understanding individuals’ generosity in funding 
certain social programs. Next, religious makeup was discussed. From a historical perspective, 
individuals’ religious perspectives clearly appear to interact with their viewpoints regarding, and 
relationships to, public schooling. On the other hand, prior research that studied religious 
makeup in relationship to the funding of social programming has been somewhat less conclusive. 
Linguistic makeup was also reviewed, as were several other measures of social makeup that 
might relate to the funding of public education, including: the proportion of PK-12 students 
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receiving private education, high school graduation and literacy rate, student achievement on a 
standardized assessment, a measure of mean voter ideology, state income inequality, and median 
per capita personal income. By studying the relationship between a set of measures of social 
makeup and the aforementioned dimensions of public school funding, it was concluded, a major 
research gap could be filled.  
In Chapter Three, the methodology was described, including hypotheses, data sources 
and compilation, computation of certain measures, and statistical approaches. To address 
research question one, bivariate and hierarchical multiple ordinary least squares regression were 
utilized. To address research question two, hierarchical multiple ordinary least squares regression 
was utilized. Preceding all analyses, the nature of the variables was assessed, to assure the 
selection of statistical measures for which underlying assumptions were met. Ethical 
considerations and validity were also discussed.  
My expectations were as follows: With respect to research question one, based upon 
fractionalization theory and prior research, I expected to find states with higher fractionalization 
values (religious and/or ethnic/racial) tending to show lower funding effort as well as less 
progressive funding distribution. I also expected public school funding effort would relate 
significantly and negatively to ethnic and religious fractionalization, and to the proportion of 
African Americans and Hispanic Americans in a state. I also expected to find lower public 
school funding effort in states that contain larger Roman Catholic and Evangelical Christian 
population shares, in states that are more politically liberal, and in states in which a larger 
proportion of the populace self-identifies as “very religious.” Conversely, I did not expect school 
funding distribution to relate significantly or meaningfully to measures of social makeup. I based 
this expectation on a prima facie analysis in which I failed to identify any obvious patterns to the 
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funding distribution data. I also included a measure of school funding litigation success (per 
state), and expected that I expect that it would significantly and positively relate to public 
funding distribution. Lastly, I also expect that school funding distribution would relate negatively 
to the overall economic inequity (measured by the Gini coefficient) in a state. 
The results of the analyses conducted in this study were presented in Chapter Four. The 
results are summarized and discussed in the following section.  
 
Findings 
 The findings from this study are detailed in this section. 
Research Question 1: What is the relationship between markers of diversity or 
fractionalization in American states and: a) The public school funding effort in these 
states? b) The public school funding distribution in these states? These will be presented as 
research sub-questions 1a and 1b, respectively. 
 Research Sub-Question 1a: Funding effort. First, two measures of funding effort were 
calculated and considered as prospective dependent measures: the first incorporated average 
daily attendance (ADA) in a state and the second incorporated an estimate of the age 5 through 
17 population in each state. These measures were found to correlate very strongly (0.97), so it 
was determined that one measure could be selected. The first measure, it was found, correlated 
somewhat more strongly with nearly all independent measures. Moreover, the first measure was 
assessed as substantially more precise (it included an exact figure for each state, whereas the age 
5-17 measure was an estimate to the 1000s). For these reasons, the first effort measure, 
incorporating ADA, was selected as the dependent measure of funding effort for this study. 
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 Religious measures of social makeup in relation to funding effort. First, contrary to 
expectations based upon fractionalization theory, religious fractionalization was not significant 
as a predictor of funding effort. Conversely, and consistent with expectations, the other measures 
of religious makeup served as significant predictors. The proportion of Catholics in a state 
positively and significantly related with funding effort, accounting for 16.7% of its variance. The 
proportion of Evangelical Protestants in a state related negatively with funding effort, accounting 
for 13.5% of its variance.  
A proportion of individuals who self-identify as very religious served as the strongest 
religious predictor of funding effort, accounting for 28.2% of its variance. The relationship was 
such that, for each 10% increase in the proportion of very religious individuals in a state, the 
funding effort decreased by about 0.58 standard deviations.  
A measure of average voter liberalism was also entered as an independent variable and 
was found to be a significant, positive predictor of funding effort, accounting for 28.2% of the 
variance. This measure appeared to be marginally better as a predictor of effort than the 
proportion very religious measure. Issues of multicollinearity plagued these variables, so just one 
(the measure of average voter liberalism) was selected for subsequent, multiple regression 
analyses. 
Next, hierarchical multiple linear regression was utilized in the following sequence. In 
the first step, a set of four control variables (household median income, the proportion of the 
population that is foreign born, the proportion of the population under 18 years of age, and the 
proportion of students who enroll in private primary/secondary education) was entered and their 
relationship to PK-12 school funding effort was assessed. In the second step, these variables 
were entered along with average voter ideology, the lone independent variable. Doing so in this 
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manner allowed for several estimates and comparisons. It was found, first, that the four control 
variables accounted for 34.1% of the variance in effort. Then, when the measure of average voter 
liberalism was added, 40.8% of the variance was explained, and the change in the model fit was 
significant. Therefore, one may conclude that the independent variable was useful as a predictor 
of funding effort, even when control variables are included. Moreover, when all variables are 
included, the prediction was moderately strong. On the other hand, 59.2% of the variance in 
funding effort was still unaccounted for, which begs the question of what else is driving funding 
effort. 
Ethnic/racial measures of social makeup in relation to funding effort. Three ethnic/racial 
measures of social makeup were assessed as predictors of funding effort: racial/ethnic 
fractionalization, the proportion of African American students in a state, and the proportion of 
Hispanic students in a state. Contrary to expectations, none of these predictors significantly 
predicted school funding effort. Because no individual ethnic/racial variables were significantly 
predictive of funding effort, no multiple regression models were pursued. 
Incidence of child poverty in relation to funding effort. The incidence of child poverty 
was also found to significantly and negatively predict funding effort, although the relationship 
was not particularly strong (R2 = .127). 
Research Sub-Question 1b: funding distribution. A correlation matrix was generated to 
assess the linear relationship between funding distribution and numerous measures of religious 
makeup, citizen ideology, ethnic/racial makeup, and control variables. Notably, just one variable 
(religious fractionalization) showed more than a weak linear association with the funding 
distribution measure. Numerous data transformations were also explored, but they were 
unproductive in terms of uncovering different relations among variables. 
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Religious measures of social makeup in relation to funding distribution. Religious 
fractionalization served as a significant negative predictor of funding distribution, accounting for 
14% of the variance in funding distribution. The nature of the relationship was such that a one 
standard deviation increase in religious fractionalization decreased the progressivity of funding 
distribution by 0.37 standard deviations. Hierarchical ordinary least squares multiple regression, 
in a two-step sequence, was also performed. In the first model, five control variables were 
entered. Together, they were not significantly predictive of funding distribution, accounting for 
just 6.8% of its variance. In the second model, when religious fractionalization was added, the 
model accounted for 18.5% of the variance in distribution. Religious fractionalization was 
significant by itself, as R2 = .068 was the change from model one to model two, but the overall 
model was not significant. 
Ethnic/racial measures of social makeup in relation to funding distribution. Based on the 
correlation matrix and other exploratory analysis, just the proportion of African Americans in a 
state (r = -.21) appeared to be worthy of further analysis as a potential predictor of funding 
distribution. A linear regression, with the proportion of African Americans as an independent 
variable and funding distribution as the dependent variable, yielded non-significant results. It 
was conceded that the funding distribution measure is loosely related to all ethnic/racial variables 
of interest.  
Research Question 2: To what extent can state-level student achievement be 
predicted from state-level student demographic makeup factors, teacher/systemic factors, 
and/or funding factors? State-level eighth grade mean student achievement in reading and 
mathematics, respectively, served as outcome variables. Hierarchical linear regression was 
applied in both cases, with a three-stage entry method. First, two student demographic variables 
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were added. Next, three teacher and systemic variables were added. Lastly, funding effort and 
distribution measures were added. In this manner, the separate and combined contributions of 
student, systemic, and funding factors on measured state-level student achievement were 
evaluated. Values and ranks for all measures used to answer research question two can be found 
in Appendices H and I. 
Prediction of student achievement in eighth grade reading. Model one, which included 
two predictors (proportions of students who are English Language Learners and eligible for 
free/reduced price lunch, respectively), was highly significant, accounting for 71.2% of the 
variance in reading achievement. Both predictors were significant. The second model, in which 
teacher/systemic predictors were added, did not significantly improve the model, nor did any 
additional predictors emerge as significant. The third model, in which funding effort and 
distribution measures were added, significantly improved on the second, and the funding 
distribution variable was significant at p < .01. After controlling for all other independent 
variables, an increase in progressive distribution was associated with an increase in average 
reading achievement. Pupil-teacher ratio was also significant in this model, such that (all else 
held constant) larger pupil-teacher ratios were associated with lower average reading 
achievement. The proportion of students receiving free and reduced lunch remained significant 
and, indeed, was the strongest predictor. Thus, in model three, one student, one teacher/systemic, 
and one funding factor was significantly predictive of the reading achievement measure, with an 
adjusted R2 of .736. 
Prediction of student achievement in eighth grade mathematics. Model one, which 
included the two student predictors, was highly significant, accounting for about 70% of the 
variance in average state-level eighth grade mathematics achievement. The free/reduced price 
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measure was significant, while the English Language Learners measure was not. Model two did 
not significantly improve upon the first, but the free/reduced price measure remained significant. 
Model three, which included the funding measures as well, did not significantly improve on the 
second, although the funding distribution variable approached significance (p = .091), such that 
state-level improvements in funding progressivity were associated loosely with improved state-
level eighth grade NAEP math achievement. 
 
Discussion 
This national study has allowed for an initial assessment of the relationship between 
certain aspects of social makeup and measures of school funding effort and distribution. Among 
these measures of social makeup were measures of fractionalization, which enabled an 
application of fractionalization theory within the realm of U.S. PK-12 education. Also, this study 
provided analysis of the relationship between these school funding measures (along with other 
student and teacher/systemic measures) and state-level student achievement. In this section, 
findings are discussed within the context of relevant literature. In some cases, findings aligned 
with expectations based upon the literature reviewed, and in others the findings ran counter to 
expectations, potentially raising additional questions for future research. 
 First, it was noteworthy that the fractionalization measures employed in this study 
(religious and racial/ethnic) in most cases did not strongly or significantly predict funding effort 
or distribution. Based upon fractionalization theory and literature reviewed for this study, it was 
generally expected that more ethnically/racially or religiously fractionalized states would tend 
also to show lower levels of school funding effort and school funding distribution. This 
expectation was based on prior studies (e.g., Alesina et al., 2002; Alesina & Glaeser, 2004; 
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LaPorta et al., 1999), which tended to show that more fractionalized jurisdictions generate less 
political and/or fiscal support for certain social programming. It was expected that the trend 
would hold true in U.S. PK-12 education, particularly given the strong historical presence of 
racial (Tyack, 1974) and religious-tinged (Cubberley, 1934; Phillips, 2006) issues surrounding 
our education systems. Yet, the results of this study showed that neither ethnic/racial nor 
religious fractionalization served as significant predictors of funding effort, nor did ethnic/racial 
fractionalization significantly predict funding distribution. The only exception to the pattern 
related to the prediction of funding distribution on the basis of religious fractionalization. In this 
instance, religious fractionalization emerged as a significant and negative predictor of the 
progressivity of funding. The relationship was not particularly strong, accounting for just 14% of 
the variance in funding distribution, although its significance held even after a set of five control 
variables was included.  
 The relative importance of religious, versus racial/ethnic, fractionalization in this study is 
noteworthy because prior research has tended to show the reverse pattern (i.e., that ethnic/racial 
fractionalization is a stronger predictor of support for social programming; Alesina et al., 2002). 
However, upon closer scrutiny perhaps this finding in context is not especially remarkable. Each 
institution and context is different, and U.S. public PK-12 education is noteworthy for the 
longstanding salience of religion. As just one example, many religious individuals conflict with 
secular teachings and for these and other reasons frequently elect to pursue private or 
homeschooling for their own children. It is possible, too, that highly religiously fractionalized 
states include among them a diversity of beliefs and viewpoints, rendering state-level consensus 
and progressive funding distribution more difficult or less palatable. Future research will be 
needed to validate assertions such as these. Until then, it is interesting to consider what might be 
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the mechanism that explains why highly religiously fractionalized states like Nevada and 
Delaware tend to show less progressive funding distribution than less fractionalized states like 
Tennessee and Utah. Also, with respect to ethnic/racial fractionalization, it is necessary to 
consider why it did not emerge as a significant predictor of state-level funding outcomes. 
 These findings provide some support for the notion that different ethnic/racial groups 
similarly value education as an institute. In other words, perhaps the racial/ethnic makeup of a 
large jurisdiction is not particularly relevant to understanding how supportive a populace will be 
toward funding education, and/or the distribution system they will arrive upon. It is also possible 
that race/ethnicity matters, but the influence is occurring at smaller levels. For instance, ideally 
one would also look at the influence of fractionalization or segregation on ethnic/racial or other 
lines (e.g., socioeconomic diversity; Palardy, 2013) that might take place at local levels, where 
significant decision making takes place (e.g., in the adoption of local tax levies toward public 
education). Indeed, Moeller (2012) found local tax effort in Illinois to relate to a measure of 
racial fractionalization, such that less fractionalized (i.e., more homogeneous or more 
segregated) localities put forth greater effort toward the funding of schools. 
 Conversely, some other measures of social makeup (e.g., a measure of state-level 
religiosity; a measure of state-level voter liberalism) showed fairly strong ability to predict one 
of the funding outcome measures (effort), and two other measures of religious social makeup 
(the proportion of Catholics and Evangelical Protestants in a state, respectively) also emerged as 
significant predictors. This pattern of results was not entirely unexpected; most fractionalization 
measures, including the one used in this study, are somewhat crude on one level—they treat all 
groups equally rather than weighting according to some understanding about a group’s particular 
salience, etc. Lind (2007), for instance, argues that conventional fractionalization measures are 
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too simplistic, failing to account for the degree to which different ethnic/racial groups might 
differ from, or conflict with, one another. Related, it is possible to receive identical, or nearly 
identical, fractionalization values in spite of significantly different complexions. In this study, for 
example, the states of New Jersey and Louisiana received virtually identical values in spite of 
major differences in the actual religious makeup of their populations. Other social makeup 
measures (e.g., the proportion of Catholics in a state) do not suffer this issue, as they allow a 
researcher to select and focus upon a particular, presumably salient feature or group (based on 
historical context, prior scholarship, or both). I offer these examples as a way of explaining why 
fractionalization measures tended to show less strong relationships to the study outcome 
variables than did other measures of social makeup in this study. 
 The significance of Catholic and Evangelical Protestant share in terms of predicting 
funding effort, but not funding distribution, bears more reflection. Effort was found to be higher 
in states with higher proportions of Catholics, and the relationship held even after controlling for 
the proportion of PK-12 students in a state receiving private education. James (1987) had found 
that the proportion of students enrolled in private education is positively related to the proportion 
of Catholics in a state, so it was important to account for that variable. Conversely, this study 
found that states with higher shares of Evangelical Protestants tend to show lower funding effort. 
Taken together, it is possible that denomination-level differences in beliefs may translate to 
discernible differences in adherents’ valuations (on average) of public schooling. On the other 
hand, these same variables bore non-significant relations with funding distribution, which is 
contrary to expectations based on Alesina and Glaeser’s (2009) findings that denomination-level 
differences were associated with different preferences toward redistribution of other social 
goods. 
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 Within the realm of religion, the strongest predictor of funding effort was a measure of 
state-level religious strength, derived from a Pew Forum survey item asking individuals about 
the extent of their religiosity. On its own, it accounted for nearly 30% of the variance of funding 
effort, with more religious states showing lower funding effort. This result was consistent with 
expectations within the context of prior theory and research. Stegmueller et al. (2012) studied 
preferences for redistribution in Western Europe and contended that the most salient present 
cleavage was between the religious and non-religious rather than between particular 
denominations. Guillard (2013) posited that religion may generally function as a form of social 
insurance, thereby lessening religious persons’ demand for other forms of governmental social 
insurance. It is unclear if the mechanism proposed by Guillard is applicable for education or if a 
different argument is needed, but these findings suggest the very religious tend to be less 
supportive of U.S. public schools.  
A measure of each state’s average voter liberalism was roughly equivalent to the very 
religious measure as a predictor of school funding effort; both appear to be moderately 
impressive as predictors within the broader context of social science research (Cohen, 1988). 
Accordingly, our collective understanding of factors that may lie beneath the level of support for 
funding public education across the United States has been advanced appreciably (implications 
are considered in the next section). On the other hand, a significant amount of variance remains 
unexplained, even after including additional control variables and applying multiple regression 
analysis.  
Because the religiosity and voter liberalism measures were found to overlap significantly, 
just one (the measure of average voter liberalism) was selected for subsequent multiple 
regression modeling. With the inclusion of four control variables (household median income, 
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proportion foreign born, proportion less than 18, proportion receiving private education), nearly 
41% of the variation in funding effort was accounted for. As such, the search for understanding 
must continue, perhaps under different methodological conditions as will be discussed in the 
Recommendations for Policy, Practice, and Research section.     
 Generally, it was surprising to uncover nearly no measure that could predict funding 
distribution, with the exception of the religious fractionalization measure. Even among control 
variables, relationships were notably weak or non-existent. (See Table 8; also note attempts to 
transform the distribution variable.) For instance, the success, or lack of success, of funding-
related litigation in a state (r = .04) and each state’s Gini Coefficient (r = -.10) showed 
essentially no relationship with funding distribution. These results are counterintuitive and 
contrary to prior expectations. 
With respect to state litigation, for instance, it can be assumed that successful litigation 
would lead to changes that would promote more equitable distribution of funds, as Evans, 
Murray, and Schwab (1999) had found in their review of the subject. However, the matter is not 
crystal clear because, as pointed out by Ryan (2010), even favorable rulings (from plaintiffs’ 
perspectives) are sent to the legislature, where politics rule. Most states, Ryan observes, are “not 
especially eager to increase funding or to redistribute it, and their opposition shows in their 
reaction to court decisions” (Ryan, p. 153). Nevertheless, even if within-state improvements in 
distribution progressivity occur as a result of favorable school funding litigation rulings (e.g., see 
Evans, Murray, and Schwab, 1999), the present study did not look at the funding landscape in a 
longitudinal manner and would therefore miss within-state improvements. In any case, the results 
of the present study at least suggest that successful funding litigation is not especially influential 
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from a 50-state analytic perspective, perhaps due to political complexities that occur within and 
around subsequent legislation processes.  
Also, if states are plagued by high levels of income inequality, it might more logistically 
difficult to engineer or ensure progressively funded systems short of the state taking a more 
prominent redistributive role, which may be difficult from a political point of view. As described 
by Labaree (2013, p. 1), “in a liberal economy, where a high degree of social inequality is the 
norm, people who enjoy social advantages are eager to preserve these advantages and pass them 
on to their children.” Yet, in this study a weak, non-significant relationship was found between 
state inequality (as measured by state Gini Coefficient) and funding progressivity. These non-
significant findings are intriguing, begging for additional study. 
 Another noteworthy finding relates to the non-significant relations between average voter 
liberalism and funding distribution. Juxtaposed against that significant relation between voter 
liberalism and funding effort, one is left to ponder why more liberal states (e.g., 
Massachussetts,11 Rhode Island, Connecticut) do not overall tend to show more equitable public 
school funding distribution patterns than less liberal ones (e.g., Oklahoma, Alabama, 
Wyoming).12 Perhaps there is a limit to the progressive tendencies sometimes associated with 
liberalism in some cases, i.e., as pertains to the education of one’s children. Related, maybe 
otherwise liberal-minded parents are viewing education more locally, as an opportunity to secure 
advantage for their own children (as evidenced by relatively high levels of funding effort) than as 
a public good (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Labaree, 2000) whose benefits should be apportioned 
justly and according to need throughout a larger jurisdiction. This possibility is explored further 
in implications and recommendations.  
                                                            
11 Massachusetts, the most liberal state in the U.S. according to the measure used in this study, actually bucks the 
trend reported here: The state features a relatively progressive distribution, as will be described. 
12 Recall, by contrast, that average voter liberalism served as a moderately strong predictor of funding effort. 
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 In this study, school funding effort and distribution were also treated as independent 
variables, in relationship to state-level eighth grade student achievement in reading and 
mathematics. Funding distribution was found to be a significant and positive predictor of average 
reading achievement, while funding effort was not. For reading, a free/reduced lunch measure 
and an average pupil-teacher ratio measure were also significant; altogether, the full model 
accounted for about three-fourths of the variance in reading achievement. School funding 
distribution approached but did not quite reach significance as a predictor of math achievement; 
the free/reduced price lunch measure was by far the strongest predictor of math achievement as 
well. This variable’s measured salience is consistent with those from a large body of literature 
that has established the significance of socioeconomic status and/or the experience of poverty in 
relationship to students’ academic experiences and skills (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Evans, 
2004; Lubienski & Lubienski, 2014). 
The salience of funding distribution, but not of effort, in predicting student achievement 
outcomes in this study bears closer consideration. There are numerous reasons why school 
funding effort might not significantly predict student achievement. Foremost, perhaps the effort 
measure may be compromised by the fact that it is possible to evidence relatively low levels of 
effort but still generate high levels of funding. For instance, consider the case of Connecticut, 
which was fourth in level, as defined by per pupil state and local revenues in 2009 ($16,031) 
while ranking just 18th in funding effort. The reverse is also possible: West Virginia ranked 10th 
in effort but was 23rd in level. Thereby, effort may be a problematic predictor of student 
achievement and could be surpassed by a simpler measure of funding level. Still better would be 
to employ a measure of funding level while accounting for wage variation and cost of living; this 
issue will be further addressed in the recommendations section.  
106 
In terms of funding distribution, what may be the mechanism explaining its salience for 
predicting student achievement—at least, in reading, and nearly so in mathematics? Previously, 
studies of achievement within the context of school finance reform in Michigan (Roy, 2011) and 
Massachusetts (Downes, Zabel, & Ansel, 2009) showed its effects on student performance, 
particularly in the previously lowest spending and lower performing districts. As well, Card and 
Payne (2002) performed a multi-state analysis and found that more progressive or equalized 
spending leads to narrowing of traditional achievement gaps (e.g., between students of different 
ethnic or socioeconomic backgrounds). In partial alignment with those results, perhaps this 
study’s findings could be explained in this way: States that more progressively distribute public 
school funds are in effect doing a better job of shifting resources in accordance with student 
needs, which has an overall effect of driving up average achievement in a state. Additional 
analysis would be required to confirm this possibility. Also, it is important to acknowledge that 
the strength of funding distribution as a predictor was vastly exceeded by a proxy for student 
experience of poverty. Thus, the capacity of school funding to influence student outcomes may 
be modest relative to certain out-of-school factors that consistently are shown to be of 
tremendous importance. Also, the manner in which funds are spent is significant (Darling-
Hammond, 2010; Jackson et al., 2015).  
 
State Cases 
It is also helpful to consider states as cases, in terms of the funding and schooling policies 
they have pursued and their contexts in relation to this study. Following the lead of Darling-
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Hammond (2010), New Jersey is presented as a success story and California as a cautionary 
tale.13  
New Jersey. After three decades of ongoing litigation seeking more equalization of 
funding, nine court rulings, and large periods of legislative gridlock and inaction, in 1997 the 
first major infusion of funding was delivered to high-need New Jersey districts. A court order for 
“parity” funding (Darling-Hammond, 2010) stimulated these actions, which were engineered by 
the Republican governor. The funds, too, were to be spent in a particular ways. After initial 
implementation struggles, by 2003 two major policy foci served to augment the enlarged 
resource base to improve New Jersey’s public school system, particularly for high-need districts: 
investments in quality preschool programming and investments in quality pedagogy (Darling-
Hammond, 2010). By 2007, New Jersey had sharply increased its standing on national reading, 
math, and writing assessments, and also showed remarkable progress in terms of achievement 
gap reductions for Black and Hispanic students in relation to their White counterparts. 
Within the context of this study, New Jersey showed the seventh greatest funding effort 
and the second most progressive funding distribution. Of its fiscal year 2010 public school 
revenues, 54.2% came from local sources, 36.4% from the state, and the remaining 9.4% came 
from the federal government. Per capita personal income was third in the nation, and its 
population inequality is greater than average. Approximately 14% of students attended private 
schools, which is substantially greater than average. It was the seventh most ethnically/racially 
fractionalized state and was 26th in terms of religious fractionalization; about 42% of the 
population self-identifies as Catholic, with 13% and 12% identifying as Mainline and 
Evangelical Protestants, respectively. Average voter liberalism was ninth, and 8th grade student 
                                                            
13 Other positive examples, for those who are interested in further exploration, may be Connecticut, Kentucky, 
Massachusetts, and North Carolina. Other cautionary tales might include Illinois, South Carolina, and Texas. 
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achievement in both math and reading ranked fifth. In terms of free- and reduced-price lunch 
percentage, 32.8% of students are eligible, which is a lower percentage than all but three other 
states.  
Based on these criteria and in light of this study’s findings, a few observations could be 
made: First, on the basis of social makeup one would have predicted high levels of effort but not 
the progressive distribution that is evident. Predicting a state’s funding distribution progressivity, 
this study found, was quite difficult. It appears in this case that a court order stemming from 
litigation—at long last—made a difference, although elected officials were needed to translate 
the order into meaningful reform. Too, perhaps the decades of persistence paid off. For a long 
period of time, the state argued tirelessly that funding did not make a significant difference in 
terms of explaining student outcomes, relying on expert testimony to do so. In a somewhat 
humorous and ironic twist, state officials did not acknowledge the importance of funding until, 
after having taken over three high need districts, they stated that they could not turn around the 
schools without more money (Lepoer, 1989). 
California. The state of California’s public education system, including its funding 
practices, can serve as a cautionary tale. Following a landmark court ruling in Serrano v. Priest 
in 1975 that was intended to inspire public school funding equalization, instead the state began a 
long slide from “first to worst” in terms of its funding (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Sonstelie, 
Brunner, & Ardon, 2000). A property tax limiting act proved particularly disastrous and 
additional shortsighted schooling-related policies exacerbated problems faced by the state. The 
state’s funding policies created both funding inequality and inadequacy, and the state backslid 
from a leader in student achievement to among the worst. In the meantime, California became 
the state’s first majority-minority state. 
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Within the context of this study, California showed the third lowest funding effort and the 
20th most progressive funding distribution. Of its fiscal year 2010 public school revenues, 32% 
came from local sources, 54.2% from the state, and the remaining 13.8% came from the federal 
government. Per capita personal income was 16th in the nation, and its population inequality is 
among the most extreme. Approximately 9% of students attended private schools, and an 
additional 4.6% attended charter schools. It was the second most ethnically/racially 
fractionalized state (10th most in terms of its students) and was 11th in terms of religious 
fractionalization; about 31% of the population self-identifies as Catholic, with 21% identifying 
as unaffiliated. On the measure of religious strength, it was 35th. Average voter liberalism was 
14th, and 8th grade student achievement in both math and reading in the bottom five. In terms of 
free- and reduced-price lunch percentage, 55.7% of students were eligible, which was the 
seventh largest percentage in the nation. Based on these criteria and in light of this study’s 
findings, a few observations could be made: First, on the basis of social makeup (e.g., high levels 
of average voter liberalism, low levels of religiosity) one would have predicted high levels of 
public school funding effort but the opposite was true. Why might California buck the trend? 
One misguided property tax limitation policy appears to have been instrumental, setting the state 
on a poor course, and other poorly construed policies since that time have made matters worse. 
California has also grown more ethnically/racially segregated over time, which according to 
Darling-Hammond (2010) has perversely supported these deteriorating conditions. As other 
states’ complexions begin to resemble California’s in terms of citizens’ diversity, it is important 
that they pursue housing and schooling policies that help them to avoid a similar fate.  
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Implications 
This study provides several initial insights about the influence of social makeup upon 
school funding effort and distribution in the United States, and about the relationship between 
school funding and other indicators upon student achievement outcomes. The study has potential 
to be useful to various stakeholders. This section presents a sample of the implications that can 
be gleaned from this study, from the perspective of four types of stakeholders. 
Implications for concerned citizens. Adequate and equitable public school funding is an 
issue of strong and sustained importance for many citizens, as evidenced by media coverage, the 
formation of coalitions, and the steady supply of legal challenges. This study includes a few 
features that may be noteworthy or useful for citizens who are concerned about funding practices 
in their states. First, the study’s use of funding effort and distribution measures may be novel for 
some, providing objective means of assessing funding practices/outcomes. Funding effort was 
calculated based on a formula presented in chapter four, while funding distribution values were 
borrowed from Baker et al. (2010). Second, the study’s finding that some aspects of social 
makeup are influential in relation to funding practices may generate new insights as to how to 
secure financial support for schools. Ideally, citizens could coalesce around the notion that 
strong, well-funded public schools are desirable for individuals of all backgrounds and stripes, 
with the benefits and costs of strong schools shared by all (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Labaree, 
2000). Making the case given specific, diverse mixes of people and viewpoints is formidable, yet 
these findings appear to underscore the importance of doing so. The United States is highly 
diverse and our demographics are rapidly shifting, so it seems crucial that coalitions are formed 
around positive, integrative, inclusive principles. The finding that school funding litigation 
success correlated very weakly with funding outcomes is somewhat sobering, too, and may hold 
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implications for concerned citizens. Instead of, or perhaps in addition to, launching legal 
challenges, coalitions and direct appeals to legislators and other public officials may yield greater 
success in altering funding arrangements. 
Also, some study findings regarding predictors of student achievement outcomes appear 
to have significant implications for concerned citizens. First, it is sobering to note that student 
experience of poverty (proxied in this study by eligibility for free/reduced lunch) relates so 
strongly to student achievement outcomes. This result suggests we cannot lose sight of the 
importance of directly attacking issues of poverty, not only by way of school policies but also by 
way of other social policies. Certainly, funding structures matter—as underscored by the study 
finding in relation to the significance of funding distribution in predicting reading achievement—
but so too do many other factors. To cite just one example, which fell outside the purview of this 
study but is almost certainly significant, is the issue of local level residential and/or educational 
segregation versus integration (Orfield, 2014). Where schools or neighborhoods are becoming 
increasingly segregated, it will likely become more difficult to ensure adequate and progressively 
distributed funding for schools. Finding ways to increase social contact among groups is almost 
certainly part of any sustainable solution. 
Implications for state legislators and state-level education officials. State legislators 
and education officials also may find a good deal of useful information in this study. First, 
perhaps they can seek out information contained in this study about funding practices and/or 
social makeup in their particular state, as a means of more comprehensively understanding their 
relative standing in relation to their unique social makeup. Second, these results should provide 
additional justification for focusing closely on the funding formula(e) within any given state and 
their implications in terms of distribution. Moreover, state officials, including the governor, have 
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considerable influence or control over the amount of funds they allocate toward public schooling, 
and these decisions have direct implications in terms of the levels of funding that reach students. 
Particularly, if healthy levels of funding are generated at a state level, and the distribution system 
is progressive in nature, it appears that state-level student achievement can be positively altered. 
Conversely, when the state’s role and financial contributions are tepid or ham-handed, it is the 
relatively impoverished schools/districts that are most negatively impacted (or, whose students’ 
achievement most routinely fall short of their potentials; Guryan, 2001 Roy, 2011). Yet, the 
study also places this finding in context, such that state policymakers should attend to a broad 
mix of social policies that hold promise in terms of reducing the incidence or impact of poverty. 
Implications for federal policymakers. This study focused upon state and local funding 
revenues and intentionally excluded federal sources of revenue. However, it is important not to 
lose sight of the significance of federal funding, and of federal education policy in general. 
Current federal funding primarily takes the form of categorical grants, and overall funding 
presently fails to serve as a considerable equalizing force. An alternative, and potentially more 
powerful, approach may be to adopt policies whereby the lion’s share of resource allocation 
occurs based on differential student needs—with adjustments for cost-of-living (Darling-
Hammond, 2010). In so doing, dollars would be both more efficiently allocated and would come 
without cumbersome spending requirements. Related, a strong economic case can be made for 
increasing spending on education, and/or on targeting spending and policymaking in ways most 
likely to reduce existing achievement gaps. Lynch (2015), for instance, estimates that a modest 
reduction of the achievement gap between students of different socioeconomic backgrounds 
(from 18.6% to 16.0% between students at the 75th and 25th percentile on SES indices) would 
result in cumulative increase in real GDP of $2.5 trillion dollars. As Labaree (2013) pointed out, 
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the federal government could take a considerable redistributive stance when it comes to the 
funding of public education, and when future economic returns are considered the rationale for 
doing so becomes clear. 
Implications for school district administrators. The results of this study include 
implications for superintendents and district school finance officials as well. First, they may 
provide some insights into social makeup factors that influence their ability to generate local 
funds for their schools. For instance, a highly religious set of residents may be less inclined to 
provide lavish funding supports for public schools, particularly if they sense that their viewpoints 
are not valued or sought by school officials. Or, a religiously fractionalized and segregated 
school district may be a challenging one in which to generate consensus around the 
mission/vision and associated material needs of a district.  Secondly, the study’s findings with 
respect to school funding and student achievement could provide superintendents with insights 
regarding the funding needs of students in their district, or more broadly within the state. 
Crucially, it appears that the distribution of funds matters, and that more progressive funding 
could help to lift student achievement at state and local levels.  
School principals also may derive implications from this study. One crucial function that 
school principals can serve as leaders is to promote the integration of students from many 
different backgrounds, as a means of generating greater understanding and sense of community. 
Meanwhile, although this study focuses on state-level funding, principals and others who have 
budgetary discretion at smaller (e.g., district or school) levels should strive to secure and 
distribute funds in accordance with student need. Doing so constitutes an equity-based, versus an 
equality-based, focus. Also, they may seek creative, additional ways of securing funds—through 
grant seeking activities, community fundraising, etc., motivated by the knowledge that funding 
114 
makes a difference. Thus, although this study took a macro view on school funding, certainly 
actions and decisions at all levels can have implications in terms of student opportunities and 
experiences, and principals are pivotally positioned to promote positive funding practices and 
approaches to schooling. 
It is also important for school district administrators to consider the policy influence that 
they could have, particularly if they organize around common interests such as the equitable 
funding of schools. School district administrators are well positioned to describe their students’ 
experiences and make plain the real implications of inadequate or inequitable funding. For 
example, in Rose v. Council for Education, 66 Kentucky school districts combined to file a 
school funding lawsuit, and ultimately they were successful. 
 
Recommendations for Policy and Practice 
 Based upon the findings from this study, two recommendations (numbers one and two) 
are presented for policy and two (numbers three and four) are presented for practice. 
1. Pursue PK-12 funding policies that promote both high levels of funding and 
progressive distribution of funds. This national study contributes to a body of research 
documenting that funding decisions have implications in terms of student achievement. The 
stimulation of improved student achievement outcomes continues to be a major national policy 
interest. One means of moving the achievement needle may be to secure and distribute funds in a 
more progressive fashion, according to student need. Funding paradigms in which the influence 
of local property values or wealth is paramount are not conducive to the progressive distribution 
of funds. Making matters worse, such policies also promote residential segregation, creating 
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incentives for affluent families to relocate to districts with “good schools” and in time rendering 
it more difficult to summon political will around state-level systemic change. 
2. When formulating funding policy, emphasize the broad interest of the nation and 
the state, versus the local, interest. Related, policymakers and policy influencers should 
consider funding policies from vantage points extending beyond the local when possible, 
cognizant that a strong public education system is in the nation’s and state’s interest. Briefly, we 
need strong and efficient schools if we are to maintain competiveness in the globalized economy. 
A key facilitator of efficiency, it appears, is to apportion funds according to needs, thinking 
beyond district divisions and looking more so at what funding is required to educate students to 
their potentials. Schools/districts plagued by high levels of poverty, for instance, plainly require 
more resources in order to reach desired outcomes (Duncombe & Yinger, 2009), which in turn 
necessitates progressive funding schemes and the political will to fund education to necessary 
levels.  
Related, it would appear that some measure of realism may be required from a policy 
standpoint. Funding distribution progressivity, this study found, scarcely relates to the liberalism 
of voters in a state, which suggests that mere appeals to liberal values will be insufficient to 
change public school funding structures. Many people benefit from current funding arrangements 
and, irrespective of their political arrangements, they are hesitant to give up these benefits. 
Thereby, change is unlikely without the strong advocacy and organization of equity-oriented 
groups, and the messaging of these groups should orient more so toward win-win funding 
solutions than to “us vs. them” rhetoric. Perhaps state- or federal-based rewards for local effort 
(e.g., allocating a portion of state funds based on local millage rates) would hold promise, 
because other studies have found that relatively impoverished districts routinely evidence greater 
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effort but are still unable to generate adequate funds for their students. Too, other policies 
(housing, transportation, etc.) that contribute to residential segregation feed into the school 
funding policy dynamic, so they demand simultaneous attention and action. 
3. When securing and allocating funds at the school and district level, analyze and 
respond to students’ academic and social needs. Although budgeting tends not to fall at the 
top of school administrators’ lists of favored responsibilities, its importance should console and 
motivate. School administrators, particularly principals, are positioned to see the big picture of 
the needs within a school, to advocate for necessary funds, and to allocate them in an appropriate 
manner. Taking an equity-centered perspective is recommended. 
4. Apply a social justice perspective when budgeting and considering student 
coursework, student grouping configurations, etc. A social justice orientation and approach 
appears promising when applied to many aspects of school administration, including budgeting, 
consideration of curriculum and coursework, and student assignment. Schools can be organized 
to maximize equity and maximize social contact among diverse groups, but all too often they are 
organized to minimize such opportunities. Positive social contact, under favorable conditions, 
can serve to reduce prejudice and improve relations (Amir, 1969). School administrators can do a 
great deal on the micro level to assure opportunity to students from varied backgrounds, and to 
promote positive social contact. These actions, if done reliably and collectively, would likely 
have positive downstream effects as students eventually become voters and full democratic 
participants.  
 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 The following recommendations are presented for further research. 
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1. Pursue an iteration of this study that incorporates multiple levels of analysis 
and/or data from multiple/successive school years. A great deal of decision making regarding 
school funding occurs at local (e.g., district or school) levels, and significant variation exists at 
these levels for the variables under study. For instance, a school district may be more or less 
racially fractionalized than the state as a whole, and a school within the same district may vary 
markedly in terms of student characteristics. Thereby, an advancement over the present study 
would incorporate data at all relevant levels, or at least down to the district level, permitting 
more precise estimates and nuanced understandings. It may be possible, for instance, to locate 
and calculate fractionalization values for each school district, and to compute a measure of 
school district effort or to assign it a value in terms of its level of funding relative to other 
districts in the state. The present study, thereby, could provide a rough blueprint in relation to 
key measures, for incorporation into a more sophisticated, multi-level statistical approach. If it 
proves formidable to pursue a national study at multiple levels of analysis, it may be possible or 
desirable to study these phenomena within one state, similar to Moeller’s (2011) analysis of the 
relationship between district-level fractionalization and funding effort in Illinois.   
Related, it would be helpful if a study included time-series data to pursue similar research 
questions. By doing so, changes in different measures of social makeup over time could be 
associated with changes in funding outcomes or public school enrollment rates, or changes in 
school funding practices (controlling for other changes) could be associated to changes in student 
achievement. 
2. Incorporate a measure of social contact of integration between groups. Related to 
the above recommendation, it is possible for a state or jurisdiction to be both highly diverse and 
well integrated, with high levels of social contact between groups. Conversely, it is possible for a 
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state to be highly diverse and highly segregated. The consequences of such a difference in social 
contact are likely to be significant, so future research should strive to incorporate a measure of 
social contact. Preferences toward redistribution are moderated significantly by factors such as 
social proximity to members of other races and the ethnic makeup of the poor within 
jurisdictions (Luttmer, 2001). In the higher education context, likewise, Foster and Fowles (in 
preparation) found state-level racial fractionalization to influence funding support for higher 
education, but also found that a measure of states’ social contact among racial groups moderated 
this influence.  
3. Consider a measure of achievement variation or achievement gaps as an outcome 
measure in relation to student, teacher/systemic, and funding factors. To pursue this study’s 
second research question, measures of average state-level achievement were selected as outcome 
variables. Also of interest would be employ measures of achievement variation (or achievement 
gaps) to test the extent to which they are influenced by funding and other factors. Some prior 
research suggests that achievement gaps can be reduced under certain funding and policy 
climates. Card and Payne (2002), for instance, conducted a multi-state analysis over time and 
found that those states that gradually become more progressive in their funding distribution 
tended also to show narrowing test score outcomes. Achievement gaps, of course, are a major 
public and policy focus, especially since the introduction of the No Child Left Behind Act of 
2001. 
4. Model the influence of contemporary changes to public education in some states 
(e.g., their adoption of charter schools and/or of school vouchers) in relation to school 
funding. School reform movements that are underway in certain states may have influences in 
terms of school funding practices and frameworks as well, and these influences may increase 
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over time. In this study, limitations posed by small sample sizes required thriftiness in terms of 
choosing variables to study. Charter school participation rates, the presence/absence of voucher 
policies in a state, and whether or not a state permits teachers to unionize are a few examples of 
reform-related variables of potential importance. 
5. Consider states as cases for critical policy analysis of funding practices and 
changes over time. This study provided numerous quantitative findings with respect the salience 
of certain variables in relation to school funding practices in the United States. Qualitative 
studies appear to hold a great deal of promise as well, likely in a complementary fashion. For 
example, a multi-state critical policy analysis could provide rich detail in terms of the historical 
and contemporary context surrounding different funding systems. Neighboring and 
demographically similar states, in some cases, evidence dramatically different funding systems. 
Many questions linger as to why these differences have occurred and how to most effectively 
alter less-than-optimal funding practices. It may be particularly interesting to study in depth a 
small subset of states that have successfully pursued funding reforms, and a subset that have not.  
6. Design studies to gain a better psychological and sociological understanding as to 
why many constituents appear to be content with public school funding inequities. The 
finding that states’ average voter liberalism does not associate with the progressivity of school 
funding is provocative, causing one to question the limits of progressivism. In matters related to 
the education of one’s children, are constituents more fundamentally selfish than altruistic? Do 
they see education as an opportunity to secure advantage for one’s own children more so than a 
public good with potential to improve the lot of the less fortunate? Do they tend to see certain 
children (e.g., those from similar backgrounds or appearance) as more worthy of resource 
support, or more likely to profit from it? Are they fundamentally supportive of changes to 
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funding structures, but fearing of the repercussions for their own children? Or, are large portions 
of population in many states blissfully unaware of funding inequities in their states, or of their 
implications for students? Questions like these may fit within a rich theoretical and empirical 
terrain. Qualitative study or mixed methods approaches, it seems, may be best suited to explore 
these questions.  
 
Conclusion 
 This national study of funding practices—as predicted by social makeup, and as 
predictors of funding outcomes—includes numerous implications and raise additional questions 
for researchers to pursue. It is hoped that this research inspires action steps by key stakeholders 
at different levels, and can be built upon by scholars interested in similar questions. The findings 
generally add to a body of research that school funding practices (particularly, as related to 
school funding distribution) have implications, and makes an initial contribution regarding 
aspects of social makeup that may underlie or predict the practices taken in different states. Still, 
much remains unexplained, and future research from various methodological frameworks is 
needed. In the meantime, those in positions of power are encouraged to pursue socially just 
policies and to distribute what resources they receive in accordance, as much as possible, with 
student needs. 
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Appendix A 
Definitions of Key Terms/Measures 
Dependent Measures: 
Public School Funding Distribution: A measure of the extent to which combined state and 
local public school funding resources are equitably dispersed to students in a state. In this study, 
Baker, Sciarra, and Farrie’s (2010) funding distribution measure is used to derive values for each 
state.  
Public School Funding Effort: A measure of combined state and local per-pupil resource 
support for education in a state, in relationship to per capita income in a state. In this study, two 
possible operational definitions were explored, and the following was incorporated as a 
dependent measure for all inferential analyses: 
PK-12 School Funding Effort = (State and Local Revenues / Average Daily Attendance) 
                                             Per Capita Personal Income 
 
Student Achievement, Mathematics: A per-state measure of 2009 estimated mean National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) performance in math in grade 8.  
Student Achievement, Reading: A per-state measure of 2009 estimated mean National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) performance in reading in grade 8. 
Independent Measures: 
Fractionalization: The probability that two randomly drawn individuals from the population 
belong to do different groups. In this study, racial and religious fractionalization were calculated, 
using the following formula: 
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐽 = 1 −  �𝑠2𝑖𝑖𝑁
𝑖=1
 
where 𝑠𝑖𝑖 is the share of the group i (i = 1…N) in state j. 
Ethnic/Racial Fractionalization: The extent of ethnic/racial diversity in each U.S. state. 
For this study, fractionalization values are calculated based on data drawn from an NCES 
report (Keaton, 2012), showing student PK-12 enrollment membership by 
race/ethnicity14 in school year 2010-11. 
                                                            
14 Ethnic/Racial Categories reported include: American Indian/Alaska Native; Asian; Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander; Hispanic; Black; White; Two or More Races 
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Religious Fractionalization: The extent of religious affiliation diversity in each U.S. 
state. For this study, fractionalization values are calculated based on data drawn from the 
Pew Forum’s Religious Landscape Survey (2008), whereby 16 religious affiliations 
(including Unaffiliated or Don’t Know/Refused) are reported per state. 
Average Voter Liberalism: A per-state measure of citizen ideology, such that higher values 
indicate higher levels of liberalism in a state. For this study, 2009 values were incorporated from 
the revised 1960-2010 citizen ideology series, based upon Berry, Ringquist, Fording, and Hanson 
(1998).  
Catholic, Proportion: A per-state estimate of the proportion of residents identifying as Catholic, 
based on data from the Per Forum on Religion and Public Life’s survey (2008). 
Evangelical Protestant, Proportion: A per-state estimate of the proportion of residents 
identifying as Evangelical Protestant, based on data from the Per Forum on Religion and Public 
Life’s survey (2008). 
Very Religious, Proportion: A per-state estimate of the proportion of residents identifying as 
“very religious,” based on 2011 Gallup Daily Tracking (Newport, 2012). 
African American, Proportion: A per-state estimate of the proportion of residents identifying 
as African American, based on the 2010 U.S. Census data. 
Hispanic or Latino/a, Proportion: A per-state estimate of the proportion of residents 
identifying as Hispanic or Latino/a, based on 2010 U.S. Census data.   
Control Measures: 
Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch, Percentage: The proportion of students in each state who 
were eligible to receive free or reduced price lunch in 2009-10 (Snyder & Dillow, 2012). 
English Language Leaners, Percentage: The proportion of students in each state who were 
classified as English Language Learners in 2009-10 (Snyder & Dillow, 2012). 
Foreign Born, Proportion: A per-state estimate of the proportion of individuals who had been 
born in a different country, based on 2010 U.S. Census data. 
Household Median Income: A per-state measure of the median (middle) household income in 
2010, based on data from the 2010 American Community Survey.  
Per Capita Household Income: A per-state measure of the average household income in 2010, 
based on data from the 2010 American Community Survey.    
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PK-12 Students Receiving Private Education, Proportion: A per state value (2010), included 
as a control variable because this value may relate inversely to measures of public school 
funding effort and/or distribution. 
Pupils Per Teacher, Average: The average pupil to teacher ratio, per state (Snyder & Dillow, 
2012). 
Teachers, Highest Degree of Bachelors, Percentage: A per-state estimate of the proportion of 
teachers whose highest earned degree is a Bachelors (Snyder & Dillow, 2012).  
Teachers, Less than Three Years of Experience, Percentage: Per state, an estimate of the 
proportion of teachers who have less than three years of experience (Snyder & Dillow, 2012). 
State Economic Inequality (Gini Coefficient): A measure of statistical dispersion, which can 
take values from zero to one, most often used to assess the distribution of incomes of citizens 
within a jurisdiction. A value of zero represents perfect equality, and a value of one represents 
maximum inequality. In this study, 2010 coefficients representing the distribution of incomes are 
utilized. 
State Public School Funding Litigation Success: A dummy variable representing whether or 
not litigants have achieved success in challenging the equity or adequacy of public school 
funding (Jackson, Johnson, & Persico, 2014). 
Under 18, Proportion: The proportion of a state’s population that is under 18 years of age, 
based on U.S. Census (2010) data.  
Additional Key Terms/Concepts: 
Adequacy (of school funding): As applied to school finance, the concept of adequacy is 
concerned with defining a minimum level of funding by schools to educate its students to a 
desired level. Numerous court cases have revolved around contentions that states/localities were 
failing to adequately provide education to its students. Adequacy is most closely related to the 
measure of public school funding effort for this study. 
Equity (of school funding): As applied to school finance, the concept of equity is concerned 
with the distribution of funding to students. In this study, the measure of public school funding 
distribution most closely relates to the concept of vertical equity, whereby equality is not the 
goal. Rather, the goal is to provide resources on the basis of student needs (i.e., some students 
may receive more resources because they have greater needs). 
Inputs (funding): The revenues provided to fund education may be termed “inputs” and used to 
pay for a variety of education-related services (teacher salaries, facilities, textbooks, school 
breakfasts, etc.). 
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Per Capita Income: A measure of mean income of the people in any given jurisdiction. It is 
often used as a measure of standard of living in a country, and can also be used to estimate taxing 
capacity within a jurisdiction. 
Social Mobility: The ability of individuals or groups to alter their social position over time. 
Generally, higher levels of inter-generational mobility are preferred, and are considered signals 
of greater fairness within a society. 
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Appendix B 
Description of Control Variables: Other Measures of Social Makeup  
or State Policy Context 
Proportion of PK-12 students receiving private education: As described previously, the 
proportion of PK-12 students receiving private education is variable by state, and may relate 
inversely to measures of funding effort and/or distribution. For instance, parents (taxpayers) 
whose children attend private schools may accordingly be less supportive of taxes levied to 
support public education. 
 
High school graduation rate: This measure of educational attainment might relate to school 
funding from at least two perspectives. First, states with lower levels of support for education, or 
less progressively distributed funds, might partially as a consequence evidence poorer systems of 
education, which will translate to poorer educational outcomes, including these. Second, a less 
educated populace (as proxied by lower levels of high school graduation or lower literacy rates) 
might thereby be less supportive of education for the next generation. 
 
Proportion of the population under 18 years of age: With smaller youth cohorts, it is easier to 
meet children’s needs in schools (UNICEF, 2015). Conversely, I assume that states with greater 
proportions of individuals who are of PK-12 schooling age (proxied by the proportion of the 
population under 18 years of age) to generate sufficient funds to secure their educations. Also, 
birth rates may relate to patterns of poverty in a state, such that more impoverished school 
districts are sometimes simultaneously required to generate funds to support a more children per 
household. This aspect of social makeup is thus included as a control variable in some analyses. 
 
Proportion of the population that is foreign born: I include this measure as a control variable 
because it may be politically more difficult to generate support for the funding of individuals 
who are born outside the U.S., viewed by some as outsiders.  
 
Measure of average voter ideology: I use a measure of mean voter ideology (Berry, Ringquist, 
Fording, & Hanson, 1998) to account for the possibility that the political bent of a state’s 
populace explains, to at least some degree, the state’s public school funding effort or distribution.  
 
Household median income and per capita household income: Measures of state-level income 
provide some level of information about the relative capacity of the state to support public 
programming, including PK-12 education. Consideration of capacity (per capita personal 
income) is built into the measure of funding effort, but not the measure of distribution. Median 
household income is included as a control variable to predict effort, and per capita average 
household income is considered as a prospective control variable when school funding 
distribution is the outcome variable. 
 
State economic inequality (Gini coefficient): As stated previously, the degree of economic 
inequality in a state, as estimated by computed Gini coefficients, may relate to the state’s public 
school funding effort or distribution. Particularly, I anticipate that this variable will relate 
significantly to public school funding distribution. 
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State funding litigation success: Presumably, states in which their school funding practices 
have been successfully challenged in the courts may subsequently re-engineer their systems to 
enable more progressively distributed funding. Thereby, I include a per-state dummy variable 
representing whether or not each state has experienced such success, and consider it as a 
potential control variable when funding distribution is the outcome variable of interest. 
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Appendix C 
Data Sources and Notes, Per Measure 
Table C1 
Data Sources and Notes, Per Measure 
Variable Data Source/Year 
Calculated 
for present 
study 
(Yes/No) Retrieved or calculated from URL, if applicable 
Religious Makeup 
Religious 
Fractionalization 
Pew Forum’s Religious 
Landscape Survey 
(2008); data from 2007 
Yes  http://religions.pewforum.org/pdf/report-religious-
landscape-study-full.pdf 
State Share, 
Roman Catholic 
Pew Forum’s Religious 
Landscape Survey 
(2008); data from 2007 
No http://religions.pewforum.org/pdf/report-religious-
landscape-study-full.pdf 
State Share, 
Evangelical 
Christian 
Pew Forum’s Religious 
Landscape Survey 
(2008); data from 2007 
No http://religions.pewforum.org/pdf/report-religious-
landscape-study-full.pdf 
Percent of state 
population 
“Very 
Religious” 
Gallup 2011 data 
tracking (Newport, 
2012) 
No http://www.gallup.com/poll/160415/mississippi-
maintains-hold-religious-state.aspx 
Ethnic/Racial Makeup 
Racial 
Fractionalization 
IES/NCES (Keaton, 
2012); data from 
school year 2009-10 
Yes. http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012327.pdf 
State Share, 
African 
American 
U.S. Census (2010) No http://www.census.gov/2010census/ 
State Share, 
Hispanic or 
Latino/a 
U.S. Census (2010) No http://www.census.gov/2010census/ 
Political Makeup 
Average Voter 
Liberalism 
Berry, Ringquist, 
Fording, & Hanson 
(1998) 
No https://rcfording.wordpress.com/state-ideology-data/ 
Socioeconomic Makeup 
State Share, 5-
17 Age in 
Poverty 
IES/NCES (Snyder & 
Dillow, 2012); data for 
2009-10 
No  
(continued) 
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Table C1 (continued) 
 
Variable Data Source/Year 
Calculated 
for present 
study 
(Yes/No) Retrieved or calculated from URL, if applicable 
Control Variables 
State Share, 
Eligible for Free 
or Reduced 
Price Lunch 
IES/NCES (Snyder & 
Dillow, 2012) 
No http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf 
State Share, 
English 
Language 
Learning 
Students 
IES/NCES (Snyder & 
Dillow, 2012) 
No http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf 
State Share, 
Foreign Born 
U.S. Census (2010) No http://www.census.gov/2010census/ 
Household 
Median Income 
From 2010 American 
Community Survey 
(retrieved from Snyder 
& Dillow, 2012) 
No http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf 
Per Capita 
Household 
Income 
From 2010 American 
Community Survey 
(retrieved from Snyder 
& Dillow, 2012) 
No http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf 
State Share, PK-
12 Students 
Receiving 
Private 
Education 
IES/NCES Common 
Core of Data; data 
from 2009-10 
No http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/ 
Pupils Per 
Teacher, 
Average 
IES/NCES (Snyder & 
Dillow, 2012); data 
from 2007-08 
No http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf 
Teachers, 
Highest Degree 
of Bachelors, 
Percentage 
IES/NCES (Snyder & 
Dillow, 2012); data 
from 2007-08 
No http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf 
Teachers, Less 
than Three 
Years of 
Experience, 
Percentage 
IES/NCES (Snyder & 
Dillow, 2012); data 
from 2007-08 
No http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012001.pdf 
State Share, 
Population 
Under 18 
U.S. Census (2010) No http://www.census.gov/2010census/ 
 
(continued) 
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Table C1 (continued) 
 
Variable Data Source/Year 
Calculated 
for present 
study 
(Yes/No) Retrieved or calculated from URL, if applicable 
State Economic 
Inequality (Gini 
Coefficient) 
2010 American 
Community Survey  
No http://www.census.gov/prod/2011pubs/acsbr10-02.pdf 
State Public 
School Funding 
Litigation 
Success 
Jackson, Johnson, & 
Persico, 2014 
No n/a 
School Funding 
School Funding 
Effort 
IES/NCES (Snyder & 
Dillow, 2012; 
Cornman, Young, & 
Herrell, 2012) and U.S. 
Census (2010)  
Yes  http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13_203
.20.asp 
 
http://www.census.gov/2010census/ 
School Funding 
Distribution 
Baker et al. (2010; 
“high/low” distribution 
measure) 
No http://www.schoolfundingfairness.org/National_Report
_Card.pdf 
Student Achievement 
Average Student 
Achievement, 
NAEP 
NAEP (2009) No http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ 
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Appendix D 
Table of Values, Dependent Variables and Selected Independent Variables,  
Research Question 1 
Table D1 
Values, Dependent Variables and Selected Independent Variables, Research Question 1 
 Outcome 
variables 
 
Predictor variables 
State 
School 
fund. 
effort 
School 
fund. 
distrib. 
Ethnic/ 
racial 
fract. 
Religious 
fract. 
Prop. 
very 
relig. 
Average 
voter 
liberal. 
Child 
poverty 
(5-17) 
Prop. 
Black 
Prop. 
Hispanic 
Alabama 0.2405 0.89 0.54 0.69 0.557 27.3 0.223 0.262 0.039 
Alaska 0.3417 -- 0.66 -- 0.313 64.3 0.119 0.033 0.055 
Arizona 0.2246 1.04 0.63 0.81 0.366 44.1 0.217 0.041 0.296 
Arkansas 0.2790 1.04 0.52 0.66 0.523 44.6 0.249 0.154 0.064 
California 0.2107 1.03 0.65 0.80 0.345 63.1 0.189 0.062 0.376 
Colorado 0.2317 0.92 0.57 0.81 0.335 52.3 0.161 0.04 0.207 
Connecticut 0.2892 1.14 0.56 0.73 0.305 78.5 0.115 0.101 0.134 
Delaware 0.3132 0.89 0.63 0.81 0.352 77.5 0.148 0.214 0.082 
Florida 0.2164 0.91 0.68 0.81 0.376 54.5 0.199 0.16 0.225 
Georgia 0.2638 1.03 0.65 0.77 0.479 44.6 0.204 0.305 0.088 
Hawaii 0.2958 -- 0.73 -- 0.314 84.0 0.129 0.016 0.089 
Idaho 0.2018 0.88 0.36 0.81 0.451 27.7 0.173 0.006 0.112 
Illinois 0.2799 0.78 0.65 0.80 0.38 63.8 0.180 0.145 0.158 
Indiana 0.3405 1.17 0.44 0.77 0.427 48.2 0.174 0.091 0.060 
Iowa 0.2575 1.05 0.33 0.77 0.413 53.6 0.143 0.029 0.050 
Kansas 0.2649 0.92 0.50 0.77 0.451 42.9 0.159 0.059 0.105 
Kentucky 0.2594 1.03 0.32 0.69 0.533 45.0 0.236 0.078 0.031 
Louisiana 0.2591 0.91 0.56 0.77 0.53 41.9 0.227 0.320 0.042 
Maine 0.3354 0.85 0.14 0.76 0.244 80.1 0.160 0.012 0.013 
Maryland 0.2985 0.89 0.67 0.84 0.367 65.5 0.101 0.294 0.082 
Massachusetts 0.2941 1.19 0.50 0.75 0.265 86.2 0.128 0.066 0.096 
Michigan 0.2972 0.93 0.47 0.81 0.365 61.2 0.205 0.142 0.044 
Minnesota 0.2616 1.38 0.44 0.76 0.382 56.5 0.130 0.052 0.047 
Mississippi 0.2303 0.96 0.54 0.70 0.584 39.0 0.293 0.370 0.027 
Missouri 0.2586 0.88 0.41 0.77 0.421 51.6 0.187 0.116 0.035 
Montana 0.2781 1.17 0.32 0.79 0.34 54.6 0.172 0.004 0.029 
Nebraska 0.2768 0.99 0.47 0.76 0.442 36.3 0.138 0.045 0.092 
Nevada 0.2569 0.74 0.68 0.84 0.314 53.1 0.165 0.081 0.265 
New Hamp. 0.2837 0.64 0.19 0.78 0.234 56.4 0.095 0.011 0.028 
New Jersey 0.3329 1.40 0.65 0.77 0.347 67.8 0.126 0.137 0.177 
New Mexico 0.2697 1.14 0.57 0.80 0.432 62.7 0.256 0.021 0.463 
New York 0.3829 0.82 0.66 0.77 0.315 77.8 0.189 0.159 0.176 
North Carolina 0.2156 0.84 0.63 0.75 0.495 49.6 0.206 0.215 0.084 
North Dakota 0.2423 0.82 0.29 0.74 0.416 53.5 0.121 0.012 0.02 
Ohio 0.3199 1.31 0.42 0.81 0.382 54.8 0.200 0.122 0.031 
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 Outcome 
variables 
 
Predictor variables 
State 
School 
fund. 
effort 
School 
fund. 
distrib. 
Ethnic/ 
racial 
fract. 
Religious 
fract. 
Prop. 
very 
relig. 
Average 
voter 
liberal. 
Child 
poverty 
(5-17) 
Prop. 
Black 
Prop. 
Hispanic 
Oklahoma 0.2029 1.07 0.64 0.66 0.476 21.2 0.218 0.074 0.089 
Oregon 0.2576 1.09 0.51 0.79 0.288 62.5 0.187 0.018 0.117 
Pennsylvania 0.3256 0.84 0.46 0.80 0.395 62.9 0.165 0.108 0.057 
Rhode Island 0.3286 1.02 0.52 0.73 0.291 81.2 0.167 0.057 0.124 
South Carolina 0.2897 1.02 0.58 0.73 0.519 48.3 0.226 0.279 0.051 
South Dakota 0.2138 1.26 0.35 0.74 0.456 48.1 0.166 0.013 0.027 
Tennessee 0.2159 1.12 0.49 0.68 0.503 44.5 0.211 0.167 0.046 
Texas 0.2279 0.93 0.63 0.78 0.47 45.2 0.228 0.118 0.376 
Utah 0.2126 1.51 0.37 0.62 0.56 28.2 0.118 0.011 0.130 
Vermont 0.4029 0.97 0.14 0.78 0.191 85.0 0.106 0.010 0.015 
Virginia 0.2395 0.84 0.63 0.80 0.411 48.8 0.131 0.194 0.079 
Washington 0.2394 0.96 0.56 0.81 0.305 61.9 0.156 0.036 0.112 
West Virginia 0.3221 1.00 0.15 0.73 0.419 63.2 0.214 0.034 0.012 
Wisconsin 0.2998 0.96 0.43 0.78 0.367 54.2 0.164 0.063 0.059 
Wyoming 0.3962 1.08 0.33 0.79 0.328 27.5 0.108 0.008 0.089 
 
Abbreviation notes (Variables – Full Names in Parentheses): School Fund. Effort (School Funding Effort); School 
Fund. Distrib. (School Funding Distribution); Ethnic/ Racial Fract. (Ethnic/Racial Fractionalization); Religious 
Fract. (Religious Fractionalization); Prop. Very Religious (Prop. Very Religious); Average Voter Liberal. (Average 
Voter Liberalism); Child Poverty (5-17) (Percentage of child poverty, 5-17); Prop. Black (Proportion Black); Prop. 
Hispanic (Proportion Hispanic) 
 
Abbreviation notes (States – Full Names in Parentheses): New Hamp. (New Hampshire) 
  
143 
Appendix E 
Table of Ranks, Dependent Variables and Selected Independent  
Variables, Research Question 1 
Table E1 
Ranks, Dependent Variables and Selected Independent Variables, Research Question 1 
 Outcome  
variables 
 
Predictor variables 
State School 
fund. 
effort 
School 
fund. 
distrib. 
Ethnic/ 
racial 
fract. 
Religious 
fract. 
Prop. 
very 
relig. 
Average 
voter 
liberal. 
Child 
poverty 
(5-17)* 
Prop. 
Black 
Prop. 
Hispanic 
Alabama 36 35 23 43 3 49 43 6 39 
Alaska 4 -- 5 -- 42 11 7 37 32 
Arizona 42 16 12 3 31 41 41 33 4 
Arkansas 22 16 25 46 6 38 48 13 28 
California 48 18 7 11 35 14 32 28 2 
Colorado 39 31 18 3 37 29 20 34 7 
Connecticut 19 9 20 38 43 6 5 21 11 
Delaware 12 35 12 3 33 8 16 8 25 
Florida 43 33 2 3 28 24 34 11 6 
Georgia 27 18 7 23 10 38 36 3 23 
Hawaii 16 -- 1 -- 40 3 11 41 20 
Idaho 50 38 40 3 14 47 27 49 15 
Illinois 21 46 7 11 27 12 29 14 10 
Indiana 5 7 34 23 18 34 28 22 29 
Iowa 33 15 42 23 22 26 15 38 34 
Kansas 26 31 28 23 14 42 18 29 17 
Kentucky 29 18 44 43 4 37 47 24 41 
Louisiana 30 33 20 23 5 43 45 2 38 
Maine 6 40 49 31 48 5 19 43 49 
Maryland 14 35 4 1 29 10 2 4 25 
Massachuset
ts 17 6 28 34 47 1 10 26 18 
Michigan 15 29 31 3 32 19 37 15 37 
Minnesota 28 3 34 31 25 20 12 31 35 
Mississippi 40 26 23 42 1 44 50 1 45 
Missouri 31 38 38 23 19 30 30 19 40 
Montana 23 7 44 16 36 23 26 50 43 
Nebraska 24 24 31 31 16 45 14 32 19 
Nevada 34 47 2 1 40 28 22 23 5 
New Hamp. 20 48 47 19 49 21 1 45 44 
New Jersey 7 2 7 23 34 9 9 16 8 
New Mexico 25 9 18 11 17 16 49 39 1 
New York 3 44 5 23 39 7 32 12 9 
North 
Carolina 45 41 12 34 9 31 38 7 24 
North 
Dakota 35 44 46 36 21 27 8 43 47 
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 Outcome  
variables 
 
Predictor variables 
State School 
fund. 
effort 
School 
fund. 
distrib. 
Ethnic/ 
racial 
fract. 
Religious 
fract. 
Prop. 
very 
relig. 
Average 
voter 
liberal. 
Child 
poverty 
(5-17)* 
Prop. 
Black 
Prop. 
Hispanic 
Ohio 11 4 37 3 25 22 35 17 41 
Oklahoma 49 14 11 46 11 50 42 25 20 
Oregon 32 12 27 16 46 17 30 40 14 
Pennsylvani
a 9 41 33 11 24 15 22 20 31 
Rhode 
Island 8 21 25 38 45 4 25 30 13 
South 
Carolina 18 21 17 38 7 33 44 5 33 
South 
Dakota 46 5 41 36 13 35 24 42 45 
Tennessee 44 11 30 45 8 40 39 10 36 
Texas 41 29 12 19 12 36 46 18 2 
Utah 47 1 39 48 2 46 6 45 12 
Vermont 1 25 49 19 50 2 3 47 48 
Virginia 37 41 12 11 23 32 13 9 27 
Washington 38 26 20 3 43 18 17 35 15 
West 
Virginia 10 23 48 38 20 13 40 36 50 
Wisconsin 13 26 36 19 29 25 21 27 30 
Wyoming 2 13 42 16 38 48 4 48 20 
 
Abbreviation notes (Variables – Full Names in Parentheses): School Fund. Effort (School Funding Effort); School 
Fund. Distrib. (School Funding Distribution); Ethnic/ Racial Fract. (Ethnic/Racial Fractionalization); Religious 
Fract. (Religious Fractionalization); Prop. Very Religious (Prop. Very Religious); Average Voter Liberal. (Average 
Voter Liberalism); Child Poverty (5-17) (Percentage of child poverty, 5-17); Prop. Black (Proportion Black); Prop. 
Hispanic (Proportion Hispanic) 
 
Abbreviation notes (States – Full Names in Parentheses): New Hamp. (New Hampshire) 
 
*Interpretation of ranks: For all except the child poverty measure, a ranking of 1 reflects the highest or most among 
the set of values. For child poverty, a ranking of 1 reflects the lowest/least proportion.
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Table of Values for Additional Predictor or Control Variables for Research Question 1 
(Prediction of Funding Effort or Distribution) 
 
Table F1 
 
Values for Additional Predictor or Control Variables for Research Question 1 (Prediction of 
Funding Effort or Distribution) 
 
State 
Per 
capita 
personal 
income 
Household 
median 
income 
Prop. 
foreign 
born 
Prop. 
under 
18 
Prop. 
attending 
private 
school 
Gini 
coefficient 
State 
litigation 
success 
Prop. 
comp. 
high 
school 
Alabama 33,710 40,489 0.036 0.237 0.113 0.472 1 0.722 
Alaska 43,749 68,342 0.065 0.264 0.054 0.422 1 0.769 
Arizona 33,773 47,357 0.134 0.255 0.049 0.455 1 0.692 
Arkansas 32,373 37,823 0.045 0.244 0.057 0.458 1 0.754 
California 41,893 56,860 0.272 0.25 0.090 0.471 1 0.707 
Colorado 42,107 54,659 0.097 0.244 0.071 0.457 0 0.751 
Connecticut 55,427 66,953 0.132 0.229 0.114 0.486 1 0.782 
Delaware 39,425 58,931 0.078 0.229 0.174 0.440 0 0.776 
Florida 38,345 44,926 0.195 0.213 0.115 0.474 0 0.717 
Georgia 34,531 45,395 0.097 0.257 0.083 0.468 0 0.700 
Hawaii 40,952 59,290 0.179 0.223 0.171 0.433 0 0.858 
Idaho 31,556 43,028 0.057 0.274 0.063 0.433 1 0.773 
Illinois 42,025 53,341 0.137 0.244 0.121 0.465 0 0.760 
Indiana 34,028 45,734 0.046 0.248 0.103 0.440 0 0.765 
Iowa 37,882 48,457 0.046 0.239 0.084 0.427 0 0.814 
Kansas 38,545 48,044 0.066 0.255 0.086 0.445 1 0.783 
Kentucky 32,504 40,072 0.034 0.236 0.094 0.466 1 0.749 
Louisiana 37,116 41,725 0.037 0.247 0.175 0.475 0 0.723 
Maine 36,629 45,424 0.036 0.207 0.088 0.437 0 0.789 
Maryland 48,621 69,272 0.139 0.234 0.147 0.443 1 0.796 
Mass. 51,143 64,081 0.149 0.217 0.125 0.475 1 0.822 
Michigan 34,326 45,255 0.059 0.237 0.085 0.451 1 0.765 
Minnesota 42,528 56,548 0.071 0.242 0.097 0.440 0 0.793 
Mississippi 30,841 36,646 0.021 0.255 0.100 0.468 0 0.713 
Missouri 36,406 45,043 0.039 0.238 0.114 0.455 1 0.765 
Montana 34,405 44,736 0.020 0.226 0.068 0.435 1 0.786 
Nebraska 39,445 49,520 0.060 0.251 0.117 0.432 0 0.800 
Nevada 35,777 47,827 0.188 0.246 0.055 0.448 0 0.667 
New Hamp. 43,968 60,567 0.054 0.218 0.118 0.425 1 0.778 
New Jersey 50,428 67,034 0.210 0.235 0.143 0.464 1 0.763 
New Mexico 32,940 42,322 0.101 0.252 0.066 0.464 1 0.705 
New York 49,119 54,119 0.222 0.223 0.150 0.499 1 0.761 
N. Carolina 34,604 43,674 0.075 0.239 0.069 0.464 1 0.742 
North Dakota 42,462 51,618 0.025 0.223 0.075 0.433 0 0.844 
Ohio 35,931 45,229 0.041 0.237 0.122 0.452 1 0.768 
Oklahoma 35,535 42,492 0.056 0.248 0.049 0.454 0 0.748 
Oregon 35,906 47,590 0.098 0.226 0.089 0.449 1 0.742 
 
(continued) 
146 
Table F1 (continued) 
 
State 
Per 
capita 
personal 
income 
Household 
median 
income 
Prop. 
foreign 
born 
Prop. 
under 
18 
Prop. 
attending 
private 
school 
Gini 
coefficient 
State 
litigation 
success 
Prop. 
comp. 
high 
school 
Pennsylvania 40,444 48,745 0.057 0.220 0.144 0.461 0 0.798 
Rhode Island 42,001 53,966 0.124 0.213 0.147 0.467 0 0.813 
S. Carolina 32,193 42,442 0.046 0.234 0.079 0.461 1 0.743 
South Dakota 39,558 47,817 0.026 0.249 0.085 0.442 0 0.782 
Tennessee 35,103 41,664 0.046 0.236 0.092 0.468 1 0.751 
Texas 38,222 48,259 0.164 0.273 0.061 0.469 1 0.686 
Utah 32,121 55,117 0.083 0.315 0.037 0.419 0 0.803 
Vermont 39,736 52,664 0.045 0.207 0.102 0.444 1 0.83 
Virginia 44,134 59,330 0.113 0.232 0.093 0.459 0 0.794 
Washington 42,024 55,616 0.133 0.235 0.084 0.441 1 0.753 
West Virginia 31,806 37,435 0.012 0.209 0.047 0.451 1 0.782 
Wisconsin 38,010 49,993 0.044 0.236 0.130 0.43 1 0.789 
Wyoming 45,353 55,430 0.029 0.240 0.032 0.423 1 0.790 
 
Abbreviation notes: Prop. (Proportion); Comp. (Complete) 
 
Abbreviation notes (States – Full Names in Parentheses): Mass. (Massachusetts); New Hamp. (New Hampshire); N. 
Carolina (North Carolina); S. Carolina (South Carolina) 
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Appendix G1 
 
Ranks for Additional Predictor or Control Variables for Research Question 1 (Prediction of 
Funding Effort or Distribution) 
 
State 
Per capita 
personal 
income 
Household 
median 
income 
Prop. 
foreign 
born 
Prop. 
under 18 
Prop. 
attending 
private 
school* 
Gini 
coefficient* 
Prop. 
comp. high 
school 
Alabama 42 46 42 25 33 45 42 
Alaska 9 2 25 4 6 2 24 
Arizona 41 30 11 6 4 27 48 
Arkansas 45 48 36 17 8 30 32 
California 16 10 1 11 25 44 45 
Colorado 12 15 18 17 14 29 34 
Connecticut 1 4 13 36 34 49 18 
Delaware 22 9 21 36 49 13 22 
Florida 24 37 4 46 36 46 43 
Georgia 37 33 18 5 17 40 47 
Hawaii 17 8 6 40 48 8 1 
Idaho 49 40 28 2 10 8 23 
Illinois 13 18 10 17 39 37 31 
Indiana 40 31 32 13 32 13 26 
Iowa 27 24 32 22 18 5 5 
Kansas 23 26 24 6 22 20 17 
Kentucky 44 47 44 28 28 38 36 
Louisiana 28 44 41 15 50 47 41 
Maine 29 32 42 49 23 12 14 
Maryland 5 1 9 33 45 18 10 
Mass. 2 5 8 45 41 47 4 
Michigan 39 34 27 25 20 23 26 
Minnesota 10 11 23 20 29 13 12 
Mississippi 50 50 48 6 30 40 44 
Missouri 30 36 40 24 34 27 26 
Montana 38 38 49 38 12 11 16 
Nebraska 21 22 26 10 37 7 8 
Nevada 33 27 5 16 7 21 50 
New Hamp. 8 6 31 44 38 4 21 
New Jersey 3 3 3 31 43 34 29 
New Mexico 43 43 16 9 11 34 46 
New York 4 16 2 40 47 50 30 
N. Carolina 36 39 22 22 13 34 39 
North Dakota 11 20 47 40 15 8 2 
Ohio 31 35 39 25 40 25 25 
Oklahoma 34 41 30 13 4 26 37 
 
(continued) 
 
148 
Table G1 (continued) 
 
State 
Per capita 
personal 
income 
Household 
median 
income 
Prop. 
foreign 
born 
Prop. 
under 18 
Prop. 
attending 
private 
school* 
Gini 
coefficient* 
Prop. 
comp. high 
school 
Oregon 32 29 17 38 24 22 39 
Pennsylvania 18 23 28 43 44 32 9 
Rhode Island 15 17 14 46 45 39 6 
S. Carolina 46 42 32 33 16 32 38 
South Dakota 20 28 46 12 20 17 18 
Tennessee 35 45 32 28 26 40 34 
Texas 25 25 7 3 9 43 49 
Utah 47 14 20 1 2 1 7 
Vermont 19 19 36 49 31 19 3 
Virginia 7 7 15 35 27 31 11 
Washington 14 12 12 31 18 16 33 
W. Virginia 48 49 50 48 3 23 18 
Wisconsin 26 21 38 28 42 6 14 
Wyoming 6 13 45 21 1 3 13 
 
Abbreviation notes: Prop. (Proportion); Comp. (Complete) 
 
Abbreviation notes (States – Full Names in Parentheses): Mass. (Massachusetts); New Hamp. (New Hampshire); N. 
Carolina (North Carolina); S. Carolina (South Carolina); W. Virginia (West Virginia) 
 
Interpretation of ranks: For all measures except Proportion Attending Private School and Gini Coefficient, a rank of 
1 is associated with having the largest or most among the set of values. For these two measures, a rank of 1 reflects 
the lowest or least among the set of values. 
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Values for Research Question 2: Prediction of State-Level  
Student Achievement Outcomes 
 
Table H1 
 
Values for Research Question 2: Prediction of State-Level Student Achievement Outcomes 
 
 Outcome variables Student predictors Teacher/systemic predictors Funding predictors 
State 
Rdg. 
NAEP 
2009 
(State 
Mean, 
8th) 
8th Math 
NAEP 
2009 
(State 
Mean, 
8th) 
Pct. 
free or 
red. 
price 
lunch 
Pct. 
English 
Lang. 
Learners 
Pct., 
teach. 
highest 
degree 
Bach. 
Pupil 
to 
teach. 
ratio 
Pct. 
teach., 
less 
than 3 
years’ 
exper. Distribution Effort 
Alabama 254.90 268.52 54.9 2.6 44.3 15.8 14.4 0.89 0.2405 
Alaska 259.45 283.05 36.2 11.1 56.3 16.3 12 -- 0.3417 
Arizona 257.60 277.33 47.9 8.2 49.1 20.7 21 1.04 0.2246 
Arkansas 258.05 276.00 59.7 6.3 58.6 12.9 10.7 1.04 0.279 
California 252.63 270.45 55.7 24.1 52.7 20 13.5 1.03 0.2107 
Colorado 265.51 287.37 38.4 11.4 42.9 17 17.2 0.92 0.2317 
Conn. 271.81 288.61 32.3 5.4 19.2 12.9 12.2 1.14 0.2892 
Delaware 265.00 283.83 46.8 6.5 38.2 14.7 10.6 0.89 0.3132 
Florida 264.36 279.34 53.5 8.8 60.9 14.3 14.8 0.91 0.2164 
Georgia 260.24 277.56 56.1 5.2 38.8 14.4 10.3 1.03 0.2638 
Hawaii 254.74 273.76 43.3 10 46.9 15.8 18.6 -- 0.2958 
Idaho 264.84 287.31 43 6 66.1 18.2 12.5 0.88 0.2018 
Illinois 264.51 282.43 46.1 8.6 45.5 15.2 13.4 0.78 0.2799 
Indiana 265.69 286.81 45.3 4.7 37.4 16.8 9.2 1.17 0.3405 
Iowa 264.89 284.17 37.3 4.2 59.8 13.7 11.4 1.05 0.2575 
Kansas 266.80 288.6 45.7 8 53 13.7 13 0.92 0.2649 
Kentucky 266.85 279.28 54.9 2.1 20.9 15.3 10.2 1.03 0.2594 
Louisiana 253.33 272.38 65.8 1.9 71.9 16.6 12.7 0.91 0.2591 
Maine 267.71 286.36 41.6 2.4 54.4 11.6 12.3 0.85 0.3354 
Maryland 267.30 288.34 38.3 5.1 42.6 14.6 12 0.89 0.2985 
Mass. 273.59 298.85 32.9 6.3 30.6 13.7 11.1 1.19 0.2941 
Michigan 261.9 278.27 45.9 3.5 37.2 17.8 9.4 0.93 0.2972 
Minn. 269.74 294.44 35.5 6.8 41.6 15.8 12.7 1.38 0.2616 
Miss. 251.31 265.00 70.5 1.2 56.6 14.9 17.1 0.96 0.2303 
Missouri 266.88 285.81 44.3 2.2 47.2 13.5 13.3 0.88 0.2586 
Montana 270.39 291.54 40 2.7 62.8 13.5 11 1.17 0.2781 
Nebraska 267.07 284.26 41.3 6.6 53.1 13.3 11.4 0.99 0.2768 
Nevada 253.84 274.15 42.7 16 41.5 19.4 15.6 0.74 0.2569 
New Hamp. 270.75 292.32 23.5 1.9 49.4 12.7 13.3 0.64 0.2837 
New Jersey 272.80 292.66 32.5 4.1 55.8 12.1 12.3 1.4 0.3329 
New Mexico 254.13 269.70 66.6 15.5 53 14.7 13.3 1.14 0.2697 
New York 264.29 282.58 45.1 7.4 11.8 12.9 12.8 0.82 0.3829 
N. Carolina 259.53 284.33 49.9 7.3 64.6 14.1 15.6 0.84 0.2156 
N. Dakota 269.24 292.84 33 3.3 68.2 11.4 12 0.82 0.2423 
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 Outcome variables Student predictors Teacher/systemic predictors Funding predictors 
State 
Rdg. 
NAEP 
2009 
(State 
Mean, 
8th) 
8th Math 
NAEP 
2009 
(State 
Mean, 
8th) 
Pct. 
free or 
red. 
price 
lunch 
Pct. 
English 
Lang. 
Learners 
Pct., 
teach. 
highest 
degree 
Bach. 
Pupil 
to 
teach. 
ratio 
Pct. 
teach., 
less 
than 3 
years’ 
exper. Distribution Effort 
Ohio 268.68 285.58 40.3 2.2 31.9 15.8 12.1 1.31 0.3199 
Oklahoma 259.50 275.71 58.8 6 66.5 15.3 10.9 1.07 0.2029 
Oregon 265.09 285.04 50.2 11 37 20.3 18 1.09 0.2576 
Penn. 270.70 288.30 38.2 2.6 45.3 13.6 12.5 0.84 0.3256 
Rhode Island 259.89 277.92 41.9 4.9 44.7 12.8 7.7 1.02 0.3286 
S. Carolina 257.27 280.38 54.6 4.8 40.9 15.4 12.8 1.02 0.2897 
S. Dakota 270.06 290.62 37.6 3.2 66.8 13.3 11.4 1.26 0.2138 
Tennessee 260.95 274.76 54.4 2.8 44.9 14.9 13.6 1.12 0.2159 
Texas 260.37 286.69 50.5 15 70.1 14.6 17.1 0.93 0.2279 
Utah 265.59 284.07 42.1 8.5 61.1 22.9 19.9 1.51 0.2126 
Vermont 272.31 292.87 34.6 1.7 42.6 10.6 11.7 0.97 0.4029 
Virginia 265.64 286.07 36.5 7 57.4 17.6 14.1 0.84 0.2395 
Washington 266.92 288.72 43 6.3 31.4 19.4 14.1 0.96 0.2394 
W. Virginia 254.8 270.42 52 0.6 39.5 13.9 13.1 1 0.3221 
Wisconsin 265.81 288.14 37.1 5.2 44.8 14.9 9.8 0.96 0.2998 
Wyoming 268.16 286.1 35.2 2.4 56.0 12.3 10.3 1.08 0.3962 
 
Abbreviation notes (States – Full Names in Parentheses): Mass. (Massachusetts); New Hamp. (New Hampshire); N. 
Carolina (North Carolina); N. Dakota (North Dakota); Penn. (Pennsylvania); S. Carolina (South Carolina); S. 
Dakota (South Dakota); W. Virginia (West Virginia) 
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Values for Research Question 2: Prediction of State-Level Student  
Achievement Outcomes 
 
Table I1 
 
Values for Research Question 2: Prediction of State-Level Student Achievement Outcomes 
 
 Outcome variables Student predictors Teacher/systemic predictors Funding predictors 
State 
Rdg. 
NAEP 
2009 
(State 
Mean, 
8th) 
8th Math 
NAEP 
2009 
(State 
Mean, 
8th) 
Pct. free 
or fed. 
price 
lunch 
Pct. 
English 
Lang. 
Learners 
Pct., 
teach. 
highest 
degree 
Bach. 
Pupil to 
teach. 
ratio 
Pct. 
teach., 
less 
than 3 
years’ 
exper. Distribution Effort 
Alabama 43 49 42 11 19 34 40 35 36 
Alaska 39 30 9 45 36 38 17 -- 4 
Arizona 41 39 34 39 27 49 50 16 42 
Arkansas 40 40 47 29 39 8 9 16 22 
California 49 46 44 50 29 47 36 18 48 
Colorado 24 15 16 46 18 41 46 31 39 
Connecticut 4 10 2 26 2 8 21 9 19 
Delaware 26 29 33 32 10 25 8 35 12 
Florida 30 34 39 42 41 21 41 33 43 
Georgia 35 38 45 24 11 22 6 18 27 
Hawaii 45 44 26 43 25 34 48 -- 16 
Idaho 28 16 24 27 45 44 24 38 50 
Illinois 29 32 32 41 24 30 35 46 21 
Indiana 21 17 29 20 9 40 2 7 5 
Iowa 27 27 12 19 40 16 13 15 33 
Kansas 19 11 30 38 30 16 30 31 26 
Kentucky 18 35 42 6 3 31 5 18 29 
Louisiana 48 45 48 4 50 39 26 33 30 
Maine 13 19 20 9 33 3 22 40 6 
Maryland 14 12 15 23 16 23 17 35 14 
Mass. 1 1 4 29 4 16 12 6 17 
Michigan 32 36 31 17 8 43 3 29 15 
Minnesota 9 2 8 34 15 34 26 3 28 
Mississippi 50 50 50 2 37 27 44 26 40 
Missouri 17 22 27 7 26 13 32 38 31 
Montana 7 7 17 13 43 13 11 7 23 
Nebraska 15 26 19 33 32 11 13 24 24 
Nevada 47 43 23 49 14 45 42 47 34 
New Hamp. 5 6 1 4 28 6 32 48 20 
New Jersey 2 5 3 18 34 4 22 2 7 
New Mexico 46 48 49 48 30 25 32 9 25 
New York 31 31 28 37 1 8 28 44 3 
N. Carolina 37 25 35 36 44 20 42 41 45 
N. Dakota 10 4 5 16 48 2 17 44 35 
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Table I1 (continued) 
 
 Outcome variables Student predictors Teacher/systemic predictors Funding predictors 
State 
Rdg. 
NAEP 
2009 
(State 
Mean, 
8th) 
8th Math 
NAEP 
2009 
(State 
Mean, 
8th) 
Pct. free 
or fed. 
price 
lunch 
Pct. 
English 
Lang. 
Learners 
Pct., 
teach. 
highest 
degree 
Bach. 
Pupil to 
teach. 
ratio 
Pct. 
teach., 
less 
than 3 
years’ 
exper. Distribution Effort 
Ohio 11 23 18 7 6 34 20 4 11 
Oklahoma 38 41 46 27 46 31 10 14 49 
Oregon 25 24 36 44 7 48 47 12 32 
Pennsylvania 6 13 14 11 23 15 24 41 9 
Rhode Island 36 37 21 22 20 7 1 21 8 
S. Carolina 42 33 41 21 13 33 28 21 18 
South Dakota 8 8 13 15 47 11 13 5 46 
Tennessee 33 42 40 14 22 27 37 11 44 
Texas 34 18 37 47 49 23 44 29 41 
Utah 23 28 22 40 42 50 49 1 47 
Vermont 3 3 6 3 16 1 16 25 1 
Virginia 22 21 10 35 38 42 38 41 37 
Washington 16 9 24 29 5 45 38 26 38 
W. Virginia 44 47 38 1 12 19 31 23 10 
Wisconsin 20 14 11 24 21 27 4 26 13 
Wyoming 12 20 7 9 35 5 6 13 2 
 
Abbreviation notes (States – Full Names in Parentheses): Mass. (Massachusetts); New Hamp. (New Hampshire); N. 
Carolina (North Carolina); N. Dakota; S. Carolina (South Carolina); W. Virginia (West Virginia) 
 
Interpretation of ranks: For the following measures, a rank of 1 is associated with having the largest or most among 
a set of values: NAEP Reading and Math; Funding Distribution; Funding Effort. For other measures, a rank of 1 is 
associated with having the lowest or least among a set of values. 
 
 
